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gram expiration date of June 30, 1977.
In order for insurance to be written after
June 30, 1977, congressional oversight
and extefision of underwrmng authority
will be required. This is a sound provision
which will avoid artificial constraints
imposed by undeterminable measures of
demand for flood insurance.

“-Second. Deadlines for local acceptance
and—the implementation of conditions
to be applied in the case of nonparticipa~
tion—have been extended. The proposed
new dates acknowledge the delays al-
ready experienced and make the pro-
gram implementatlon schedule more
realistic; and

Third. Specific procedures are pro-
vided to insure participation by private
citizens and local officials and to guaran-
tee full review and appeal in the deter-
minations to be made by the Secretary.

I consider all of these substantive
changes to be in the best interest of the
program and urge enactment of the bill.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
BARRETT) .

(Mr. BARRETT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr, BARRETT. Mr, Speaker, I rise in
wholehearted support of H.R. 8449, the
Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973,
as amended. With enactment of this
legislation, we will have, for the first
time, the tools necessary to establish a
truly effective national flood disaster
protection program. A program which,
once the provisions of this legislatmn are
fully implemented, will result in net sav-
ings of a substantial amount to the
. Federal Government,

- Section 110 of this bill, dealing with
appeals from determination of the Fed-
eral Insurance Administrator, was the
subject of more testimony, discussion,
coordination, and committee debate
than any other provision in the bill—
both in this body and in the Senate.
I belleve that the appeals provisions that
finally resulted represent a major ac-
complishment which, while doing full
justice to the legitimate interests of
© communities and individuals who may
feel aggrieved at a particular determina-
tion of the Administrator, permits an

effective and efficient administration of

the flood insurance program.

‘I believe that section 110 is respon-
sive to the major objections that have
been raised concerning this legislation.
It consolidates the appeals procedures
earlier voted on the House floor into a
more equitable, comprehensive, and
manageable format—one which, while
carefully protecting the interests of those
affected, avoids the pitfall of permitting
those unnecessary delays and self-inter-
ested procrastinations which would make
the flood insurance program unworkable.

T fhipk that one other provision in
this legislation also deserves special men-
tion. Section 208 of the amended legisla-
tion permit the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development to set interest rates
with respect to FIIA mobile homes loans
at levels needed to meet the current
mobile home loan market. As a practical
matter, low cost new housmg—that is,
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housing which a lower income family
can afford to purchase without subsidy,
means a mobile home in today’s housing
market. Until our housing subsidy pro-
grams again become operational, it is
essential that credit at affordable rates
remain available for the purchase of
mobile homes by such families. Section
208 would make this possible.

Mr. Speaker, I most strongly urge the
prompt enactment of this legislation,

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from South
Dakota (Mr. ABDNOR).

(Mr. ABDNOR asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ABDNOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the Senate amendment to the
Small Business Act. The bill to which
this amendnient was added in the Senate
deals with disaster protection. This
amendment addresses itself to a single
disaster. A disaster that is perhaps more
familiar to.millions of Americans than
any similar incident in our history be-
cause of the media coverage accorded it
due to the romantic nature of its histori-
cal setting. To my knowledge, no single
destruction of property nor transgres-
sion of rights has been so publicized as
that which took place in my district, on
Pine Ridge Indian Reservation in South
Dakota between the dates of February
27, 1973, and May 8 of this year. If is
most apt to refer to what happened at
Wounded Knee as a disaster. Much has
already been said about the damage that
has been done to respect for order and
the rule of law on Indian Reservations
and elsewhere. Less emphasis, however,
has been given to the physical destruc-
tion which occurred when armed mili-
tants occupied the small community of
Wounded Knee, forcibly occupying
churches, a museum and trading post
and private residences there, and during
and at the end of the confrontation
burning and destroying that property.
That which was destroyed was in many
cases the sole possession of its owner.

This amendment, through the Small
Business Administration’s natural disas-
ter program, would provide innocent vic-
tims who suffered losses through no fault
of theirs some relief. To better appreciate
the need for this legislation, allow me
to put this “disaster” in its proper con-
text. Just over a year ago there was an-
other disaster and great destruction of
property—destruction of the taxpayers
property—that took place when militant
members of the American Indian Move-
ment occupied and wrecked the Bureau
of Indian Affairs Building here in Wash-
ington. The damage coming from that
disaster has been cited at over $2 million.

That is the damage to the BIA build-
ing, the lost records and the artifacts
which the militants took or destroyed.
They were not punished, however,
rather they were paid tax dollars to go
on their way. These were not South
Dakota Indians for the most part, and
not, for the most part, even reserva-
tion Indians. But they did take the Fed-
eral payment of over $60,000 and many
of them ended up at Wounded Knee.
Having met with such success in Wash-
ington, these militants resumed their
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ways of destruction. In this case, how-
ever, what they destroyed was not Gov-
ernment property, however, but prop-
erty which in most cases belonged to In-
dian citizens in and near Wounded Knee.
Indian citizens who were property own-
ers and who were earning their own
livings. These were people who were suc-
cessful, people who followed the pattern
that billions of dollars have been spent
to promote by the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs and other Government agencies
who attempt to upgrade the economic
and social standing of our Indian popu-
lation.

No wealthy people resided at Wounded
Knee. Life there was simple, and ma-
terial goods were scarce; nonetheless,
when militant, armed members of the
American Indian Movement, and their
supporters entered the community and
sealed it off from the rest of the world,
the owners of these possessions con-
tinued to believe that they could expect
protection of their property and civil
rights. This they did not receive. Be-
cause they did not receive police pro-
tection which was so desperately needed,
and the need for which was so evident,
the few possessions many of the people
in Wounded Knee had were lost. The
destruction was wrought at the hands of
lawless men who proclaimed their con-
tempt for our Government, it is, of
course, with these lawless parties that
the ultimate responsibility for the losses
lie. This is of little comfort, however, to
those who lost their possessions-—their
homes and their cattle herds that rep-
resented a life’s hard work on the rugged
plains of the Pine Ridge Reservation.
The responsible renegades are now scat-
tered, and in most cases are judgment
proof. Their many sympathizers who
helped prolong the confrontation have
not come forward to make whole those
who lost so much.

While the destruction—destruction
many of us helplessly witnessed on our
television screens—was not the result of
action of our Government, it was, to a
degree a result of the inaction of our
Government.

I have talked with Indian ranchers
near Wounded Knee who found that
their herds were being raided and that
their homes and families were being
threatened by the outlaws at Wounded
Knee; when they asked U.S. Federal
marshalls to protect them and their
property, the Marshals replied that they
could give no help because those ranchers
were in the “demilitarized zone” which
surrounds the community of Wounded
Knee. With no choice but to flee for their
lives, these people watched their homes
burn and their cattle herd scattered and
destroyed. These people are Indians who
worked long and hard to break from the
patterns of unemployment and depend-
ency which are so prevalent on our res-
ervations even today. They saw all that
they had destroyed, as Federal “law en-
forcement” officials looked on. All, I
might add, in spite of the willingness of
local law enforcement officials to enforce
the law and protect property rights.

The Federal policy, of course, was jus-
tified as being one designed to avoid
bloodshed and loss of life and limb. Al-
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though soine of the insurgents were even-
tually killed by gunfire, and Federal of-
ficers werg wounded and crippled in the
firefights tRat eventually took place, we
can specualate that the restrained policy
of Federal cials prevented some un-
necessary sx(xgring and death. This is of
little comfort,\however, to those who
found themselvds homeless, and found
their life’s savings to have gone up in
smoke. -

Now, we have an‘ppportunity to com-
pensate in part thosg who lost so much.
They can never be cbg;pensated in full
for the suffering and t&rror they experi-
enced, but by this amepdment we can
provide them with payments for the
losses of property they expmerienced. The
exact arount required fund this
amendment is unknown. Buf\it cannot be
great. The population of Wolnded Knee
is only lexs than 100. Ranchers'surround-
ing the srea lost cattle and hijd fences
and bulldings destroyed, but\ this is
sparcely settled country and th4 actual
numbers are few.

But to those few who are mvolve this
bill is everything. Imagine what\ this
compensation will do to restore ce
dence in Government for those who
fered losses and those who observe thiir
pitiful plight. Given this opportuni
during this Christmas season, we mus

take advantage of it and, in part, right:

a serious wrong.

(¢

To the Congress of the United States:

It was just three years ago that I signed
into law the Occupational Safety a
Realth Act of 1970. Since that fime,
have made significant progress toward
our goal of a safe and healthy Avorkplace
for every worker in America. /

Today, I am submitting /the second
President’s Report on ccupational
Safety and Health, outlinidg the activi-
ties which have takern plate under that
new Act in calendar ygar 1972, The
achievements of that yegr indicate that
the goals of the Act are/becoming reali-
ties. /

For example, many/ States have de-
veloped or are now inthe process of de-
veloping their own g¢ecupational safety
and health plans in Accordance with the
Act. As these pla are approved and
carried out, enfoptement will begin to
shift from the deral Government to
the States with fio loss in effectiveness.

Because publjc cooperation is vital to
the success of the program, I am gratified
by the support which has been extended

ic:ula.rly pleased to note the
and support which industry
g orgamzations have given to

Occupitional Safety and Health Act have
\inevifably made it the focal point for

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, I want to i onfroversy and criticism. I helieve, how-

thank the gentleman from South Dakota
for his comments. I am sure that the
Congress will, in the future, do what
should be done to correct the situstion
out in his area.

Mr, Speaker, I hove no further re- /douta

quests for time.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time.

The SPEAKER. The question is or: e
motion offered by the genfleman f
Texas (Mr. PaTman) that the House us—
pend the rules and agree to the resol,é tion
(H. Res. 153). /

The question was taken; and/ (Gwo-
thirds having voted in favor thergof) the

rules were suspended and th resolu-
tion was sgreed to.

A motion to reconsider was 1d on the
table.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimouis consent thaf all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend theiy remarks on the
resolution just agreed fto.

The SFEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the genfleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

SECOND . ANNYPAL REPORT ON
OCCUFATIONAL  SAFETY AND
HEALTH—MESSAGE FROM THE

OF THE UNITED
. DOC. NO. 93-65)

The SFEAKER laid before the House
the followjrig message from the Presi-
dent of flhe United States; which was
read, amd, together with the accom-
panying papers, referred to the Com-
mitte# on Education and Labor and or-
dered printed with illustrations:

ver, that such criticism can be helpful
agy/we work to improve our programs and
ag. we modify and update its standards
regulations.

is year’s report includes preliminary
from the first occupational injury
/ and Nlness survey conducted under the
new ord-keeping procedures required
by the\Act. This data will be helpful in

1

fatalities.?

This resort also reflects the added
emphasis ichh has been placed on oc-
cupational Realth during the past year.
Research in\this area has increased in
response to a\growing awareness of the
tragic toll taken by employee exposure

toxic substances and unhealthful
physical enviromnents.

Also included 1 the first report of the
Occupational Safgty and Health Review
Commission, a whdlly independent agen-
cy created by the A¢t to adjudicate cita-
tions and proposed\penalties issued by
the Department of
contested by employerf and employees.

This detailed account provides a use-
ful overall view of the\program and its
accomplishments in 19%. It offers, too,
a glimpse of what lies ahead as we work
to assure safe and healthffyl working con-
ditions for all of our country’s working
man and women.

RICHWRD NIXON.
Tae WEHITE HOUSE, Decemier 20, 1973.

PR

ANNOUNCEMENT BY TH

CHAIR
The SPEAKER. The Chair Wishes to
armounce that the House will} proceed

with the consideration of conference re-
ports on appropriation bills, and to do
so on all of those which are ready, before

f}’(ﬁdmabf
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f House goes to any other legislative

ENCE REPORT ON H.R. 11575,
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE “AD-
PROPRIATION FOR FISCAL YEAR
1974

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to the order of the House on yesterday, I
call up the conference report on the bill
(H.R. 11575) making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1974, and for other
purposes, and ask unanimous consent
that the statement of the managers be
read in lieu of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request. of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement,
see proceedings of the House of Decem-
ber 19, 1973.)

Mr. MAHON (during the reading).
Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that further reading of the statement of
the managers be dispensed with, since
it is rather extensive.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

GENERAL LFAVE

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may be perraitted to revise and extend
their remarks on the conference report
on the defense appropriations bill, and
I also ask unanimous consent that all
Members be permitted to include extra-
neous excerpts, and I ask unanimous
consent for myself to also include tables
relating to tais conference report.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. MAHON, Mr. Speaker, in consid-
ering a bill of any magnitude, one ought
to take into consideration the fiscal pic-
ture confronting the United States. In
considering a bill of the magnitude of
the defense appropriations bill, it is very
important to look at the entire fiscal
situation corfronting the Nation.

Mr. Speaker, we did that in the formu-
lation of the Defense conference report
which is before us. I think, therefore, it
might be of interest for me to capsule
what the fiscal situation is from the
standpoint of the Federal Treasury.

There were many pradictions at the
beginning of this session and at different
times during the session as to what the
Congress might do in relation to the
present January budge:, and the sup-
plemental budget estiraztes of the Pres-
ident of November15.

CONGRESS RIEDUCES APPROPRIATIONS BILLS

It is now apparent since we have
agreed in conference on all appropriation
bills that in this session of Congress on
all approprietion bills we have reduced
the President’s request by $3 billion.
It is rather a notable thing that this
marks the 21Ist year that the Congress
has not exceaded the President’s budget
in appropriation bills.

Now, as the Members know, about 40
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" percent of spending is reptesented by ex-

penditures mandated through legislation
other than appropriation bills. Budget
authority becoming available automati-

- cally under permanent legislation for the

social insurance trust funds, interest on

the debt, and general revenue-sharing

accounts for the lion’s share of this
spending.’ ) :

THE REVISED NOVEMBER 15 BUDGET

The President in his updated budget

on November 15 estimated that the

~ spending for this year would be about

$270 billion, including $0.6 billion in
spending related to the budget amend-
ment providing assistance to Israel.

The Executive had made a number of
erroneous projections as to the fiscal
situation. In other words, a very bad
guess was niade with respect to interest
on the public debt. The interest on the
public debt skyrocketed to a very much
higher figure than had been anticipated.
And, there were certain other increased
costs. So, there were some black aspects
to the picture. ~ ’

But revenues as of November 15 were
estimated to be about $14 billion greater
than had been estimated last January,
so this was a plus. .

But now in view of the energy crisis
and the possible slowdown of the econ-
omy, it may be that this estimate may
prove to be a bit too high.

SPENDING TMPACT OF CONGRESSIONAL ACTIONS

With respect to all spending -in ap-
propriation bills and in nonappropria-
tion measures and in mandated spending
otherwise—and I am talking of spend-
ing now, not appropriations—with re-
spect to all spending of the Federal Gov-
ernment for fiscal year 1974, it now ap-
pears that spending will be approxi-

- mately at the level of $270 billion, as

estimated by the President on November
15 of this'year. s

Now, there is a caveat to that. If Con-.

gress today or tomorrow provides for the
increased social security payments, that
will add $1 billion above the President’s
budget. If the energy bill, which provides
for certain mandatory benefit payments
to uneniployed workers, 1s approved by
Congress today or tomorrow or before
we adjourn, that will add another one-
half billion dollars. .

- 8o it would appesar, Mr. Speaker, that
based upon the President’s November
estimate, spending may exceed that fig-

“ure by about $11% billion, which cer-

f

tainly, in the cortext of the magnitude
of Federal spending, is not too uncom-
plimentary of the Congress.

" Of course, I think we must all agree
that the executive and the legislative

‘branches of the Goovernment have in

" ‘many instances been overspending in re-

cent years, including this year, and there
are many of us who have opposed many
of these spending programs.
Nevertheless, the total picture as to
the actions of the administration and
the Congress is about as I have stated.
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the

;gentleman yield?

" Mr, MAHON. I yield to the gentleman
from Towa. ’ .

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, that figure
representing the estimated spending 1s
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considerably above the estimate as of last
January, is it not, when the budget was
submitted? .

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, the esti-
maste of spending as of last January was,
as the gentlemen will remember, $268.7
billion. As a result of the increase in the
interest on the debt and as a result of
congressional addons, as well as other
matters, the President in his revised es-
timate in November estimated that the
spending figure would be increased from
$268.7 billion to about $270 billion.

Mr, GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I assume
the gentleman is taking into considera-
tion the $1 billion that was impounded
and, according to what was stated this
morning in the newspaper, has now been
released. )

Mr. MAHON. Thsat fisure should be
taken into consideration. Insofar as I
know, this does not negate the state-
ments I have just made. However, the
gentleman has raised a valid point.

Mr. GROSS. If the gentleman will
yield further, has the gentleman heard
the reports that I have heard that the
Office of Management and Budget is
having difficulty with the 1875 budget,
to wit, holding it at $300 billion?

Mr. MAHON. I have heard it said with
considerable authority that the budget
will undoubtedly go up. The President
submitted a budget for fiscal year 1974,
I believe, $19 billion above fiscal year
1973. If the budget should go up another
$19 billion in this coming year, it will be
pushing toward the $300 billion figure.
However, I would hope that the fiscal
year 1975 budget which will be submitted
in January or soon thereafter will be
under $300 billion.

However, it is a very serlous and sob-
ering aspect of our political life that our
budgets tend to get larger from year to
year. Somehow or other we have to do a
better job of dealing with this problem
than we have in the past.

Mr. Speaker, I am going to place in
my remarks at this point a well prepared
statement with regard to the budget
situation, and a table setting forth the
appropriations business of the session:
CONGRESSIONAL ACTION ON THE FISCAL YEAR

1974 BUDGET
I. HIGHLIGHTS
Appropriation Bills Reduced in Excess of
$3.0 Billion

Congress, in its actions on appropriation
bills, reduced budget requests for fiscal year
1874 in excess of $3.0 billion, .

A Standoff on Total Spending

It seems rather clear at this point that
completed congressional action at the con-
clusion of this session will result in about
& standoff with the revised Executive budget
estimate for total spending of $270 billion.
But if Congress before adjournment ap-
proves the proposed Social Security increases
and approves the mandatory unemployment
benefit provisions of the energy legislation,
that would add about $1.5 billion to the

"$270 billion.

II. CONGRESS REDUCES APPROPRIATION BILLS
FOR 1974

The $3.0 billion congressional reduction of
the budget in appropriation bills includes
the effect of the conference agreements on
the Defense, Forelgn Assistance, and the
1974 Supplemental Appropriations Bills. It
1s a remarkable fact that with these actions
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Congress will have reduced the budget

through the appropriations process in each

of the last 21 years. .

House and Senate Action on Appropriation
Bills

House-approved appropriation bills for
fiscal year 1974 were under the budget by
$3.6 billion. Senate-approved appropriation
bills for fiscal year 1974 were under the
budget by $2.6 billion.

. Priority Setting in Appropriation Bills

The total figures on congressional action
on appropriation bills reflect literally thou-
sands of changes in the budget, both in-
creases and decreases. But it is easy to see
that Congress did set priorities through the
appropriations process, The largest increases
were $1.4 billion on the Labor-Health, Edu- .
cation, and Welfare bill and about $440 mil-
lion. on the HUD-Space-Science-Veterans
bill. The largest decreases were about $3.5
billion for Defense and $1.2 billion for For-
eign Assistance,

III, TOTAL SPENDING FOR FISCAL 1974

The President’s January estimate for total
Government spending was $268.7 billion. On
November 15 that figure was revised upwards
to $270 billion.

The revised November 15 outlay estimate
included the "effect of the following and
.other developments:

(In billions)

1) Budget amendment for assistance

to Israel e m————— -+80.6
2) Congressional increasesS.o-eeee-oa -+2.9
8) Significant increases In uncontrol-
lables:
Interest on the debt ..o —_.. +2.9
Medicald cost increases..._.. 4.6
Disaster assistance_._.______ 4.8
4) Significant decreases in uncontrol-
lables: ’
Outer Continental Shelf rents
and royalties (offset against
OUtIBYS o e —2.9
Farm price supports... - —12
Sale of financial assets... - -—.9
Stockpile 881€S5. v cecmueaaa ~.9

Impact of Congressional Actions
on Spending

During the session the President has signed
into law legislation including certain con=-
gressional additions to the budget. The No-
vember 15 estimate of $270 billion included
$2.9 billion in congressional increases. Since
November 15 the net effect of completed Con-
gressional actlon on the budget has been a
reduction of about $100 million inh outlays for
fiscal year 1974. So, actions by Congress to -
date have not exceeded the $270 billion figure.

There are pending, however, certain nen-
appropriation bills that would mandate
spending of more than $2 billion—most sig- -
nificantly the Social Security increases and
the unemployment provisions of the energy
legislation. Pending legislation will carry over
to next session, and it may be that much
of it will be enacted. It should be made clear,
however, that such increases would be over
and above the $270 billion. -
1V. SPENDING INCREASES IN NONAPPROPRIATION

BILLS

Spending was, of course, reduced through
congressional action on appropriation bills.
The spending increases that resulted from
congressional action have been due to actions
on nonappropriation bills. Significant ex-

‘amples of such actions are included in the

following list:

(In millions)
Food stamp amendments (P.L. 93-86) . +724
Repeal of “bread tax” (P.L.93-86)..__ --400
Federal employee pay raise, Oct. 1,

1973 (8. Res. 1T1) e 4358
Welfare—medicaid ameéindments (P.L.
___________________________ 4122

93-66)

.
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Unemployment  benefits  extension
(PL. 88-53) ccrecimccmcncmm e -}-118
Veterans national cemeteries (P.L. 93-
. 3 S SR 4110
Social Becurity—liberalized Iincome |
exemption (Pl. 93-66) .. ... +100

V. BRAMATIC INCREASE IN REVENUTS
The most dramatic shift in the budget
has been on the revenue side. The President
has revised his $266 billion January esti-
mate by #14 billion up to $270 billicn. This
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turn of events wiped out the original Unifled
Budget deficit of $12.7 billlon projected in
January. The November 16 budget revisions
indicate & balanced unified budget for fis-
cal 1974, reflecting a federal funds defleit
of 815 billion, offset by a trust fund sur-
rlus of 815 billion.” .

V1. WORD OF CAUTION
It is clear from the figures I have cited
that the budget is subject to constant, some-
times sharp, change, even without consider-
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ing the actions of Congress. As a resulf of
economic conditions interest payments on
the debt aloae went up as much as the net
congressional increase to spending. And the
$14 bHlion swing In revenues dwarfs the
$1.3 blllion ret change i1: total spending es-
timates durliig the year,

What should concern us all is the possible
budget impect of the economic slowdown
many are predicting. Fiscal year 1974 is by
no means ovar, and a balanced Unified Bud-
get is not yet a fact.

ACTIONS ON BUDGET ESTIMATES OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY CONSIDERED IN APPROPRIATION BILLS, 33D CONG., 1ST SESS.—REVISED T0 DEC. 20, 1973

[Does not incl sde any back-door lype budget or spending authority in legislative bifls; or any

by the Congre:s|

ermanant (Federat or trust) authority, under earlier or pennanent law,! without further or annual action

House actions Senate actions Final action
Budget requests Reported by Approved by Compared with Budget requests Approved by  Compared with Reported by  Compared with
Bill and fiscal year considered commitiee Hou: budget requests considered Senate budget requests conference  budget requests
A. B|Ils for fisgal 1974: ! :
Lsmslatwe (H.R.6691).._.. §566,945,389  $550,044,940  $550,044,940 —316,900, 449  $677,150,959  $640,558,952 —$36,592,007  $605,189,933 371, %61, 026
xritul!winvnmsmental
Gonsumer Protection
C LR Simibin (Fed 9,519,550, 600  4,385,750,600 9,385,737,600 133,813,000 9,519,550,600 10,176,926,500 657,375,900 9,927,567,000 -}-408, 116, 400
istri umbia -
eral funds) (H.R. 8658)_.,, 000 427,717,000 427,717,000 —5, 281, 000 432, 998, 000 417,717,000 —18, 281, 000 417,717,080 -185,281, 000
g Hruanspsemtwns(ﬂ 878‘?!)l 52, 892 732 006 +2,752,631,008 52,753,231,006 —139,500,000 &3 010, 732 006 2,959, 351, 006 —51,381,000 2,898 446,006 —112,286,000
- Space - Science - Vel .
.R. 8825)_ - 18,817,453,000 19,070,954,000 19,070,954,000 453,501,000 18 617,453,000 19,118,373,863 500,920,063 18, 0%, 500, 0 +439, 047, 000
6. Labor-H W(H R. 8877) - 31 544,954 000 32 818, 4b7 009 32 B16, 467, 000 {-1, 271 51 l 000 31, 549, 953, 000 33 396 379 $00 -1, 846, 125 400 32 9"6 796, OOD +1, 375 843 000
% Isr}te;nor (“tR c Yeeoo .. 2,274,431)300 2,269, 554,200 2, 269, 5%, 200 4,877 2,370,367,300 2, 488, 773, 700 118, 403, 400 2,443, 137,200 . 472,769,900
ate = !ustice - Commerc
o P Jﬁdmw i ASESéG)(_ﬁ_. - 4,235,080,000 (150,143,000 4,152,946,000 —82,134,000 4,522,901,000 4 459,478,250  —63,122,750 4 466,012,000  —56, 888, 000
ublic Works—, . .
LLY) N 4,757,469,000 4,671,695,000 4,676,395,000  —B1,074,000 4,757,469,000 4,772,982,600  -+15,%13,000 4,749, 103,000 -8, 066, 000
10, Treasm/ Postal Service
Genaral rnmeﬂt HR
__________________ 073,345,000 4 843 698,000 4,844,723,000 —228 627,000 5373,345000 5,123,352,000 249,493,000 5,233, 189,000 —148, 156, 060
i,l! 2efense (}R R. %1575).@.’?__ 77 250,723,000 74, 106,309,000 74, 0L, 309, 000 -3, 149, 414,900 77,250, 732,000 73,262, 627,000 ~3, 896, 950,000 73,714,330, 000 —3, 535, 793, 000
oreign  Assistance
5 ;ﬂlgg% G H 6,866,567,000 ¢,833,912,001 5,833,912,000 ~1,032,655 000 6,992,917,000 5,593, 440,000 —1, 399,477,000 5, 780, 434, 000 —1, 212, 483, 000
ilitary Constr
. sluS);,R i as 2,944 900, 600 2,609, 090,000  2,609,090,000 -335810,000 2,944,900,000 2,670,972,000 --273,928,000 2,653, 361,000 —285, 038, 000
pecial Resolution, Go
valuation (H.L.R. 748)______ 42,250,000,000 +2,203,000,00) ¢2,203,000,000 —47,000,000 &2,250,000,000 42,203,000,000 47,000,000 42, 203,000,000 —47,060,000
15, Supplemental (HR 11576)_- l 428 790 218 1,432,685,713 1,433,035,718 44,245,500 . 1,534, 183,886 1, 888, 425, 386 +354,‘.41 500 1,703,125, 381 —HGB 941, 500

Total, bills for fiscal 1974,
‘to cate.

170, 655, 938, 513 167, 123, 651, 464 167, 128, 116, 464 -3, 527, 822,049 171,804, 643, 751 169, 174, 455, 857 2, 630, 1:87, BY4 168, 784, 107, 525 —3, 620, 236, 226

B. Bills for fiscal 1973:
1. ur nt‘SuppIemantal (H.)

1, 366, 893, 000

vetoad). 3,
3. ms«wmnml HRG55). 3,607,105, 504

494, 800, 001 2 1, 368, 600, 000

162, 880, 434] [, 855,542, 209] (Z, 855, 542, 209] [—307, 338, 225] %3 607, 105, 504] 53, 699, 229, 279}
.(,362 845,274

+-1, 800,000 1, 366, 800, D00

3,362, 845, —244,360, 225 607,105, 504

1, 368, 600, D00

362, 845, 279

-1, 800,000 1, 3€8, 500, 000 -1, 800, 000
[4-92, 133,775] [3, 362, 845, 279] [—244, 260, 225]

Totl, bills for fiscal

1973, .. 4,973,905, 504

3, 857, 645, 279

4,731, 445, 219

—242, 860,225 4,973,905,504 4,731, 445,279

—244,160,225 3,362, 845,279 244, 260, 225

—242,480,225 4,731, 145,279  —242, 460, 225

t The Budget for 1974, as submitted jan. 29, 1973, tentatively estimated tolal new budget
5374 at 5288 029,000,000 gross ($256 761, 0()0 000 net of some $31,263,000,000 inter-

fund and mtngnvernmental transactmns and certain sa-called proprietary recexpts handled as
offsets for budget summary purposes onlp Of this total, an estimated $146,477,000,000 does not
ves so-called permanent appropnatxons such as interest,

and various tnst funds, slready provided for in other basic faws. The remainder, $172,820,000,000
is for gonsideration at this session (mostly in the approptiation bills). About $8, 600 000, 000 of the
-ing for later fransmittal for :upplwmental

autherity for
require curred” action by Congress; it invo

$172,820,000,000 was shown in the Janyary budget as

+ DEFENSE APPRO!’RIATIONS BILL

As I sgid, in determining our actions
on the Defense bill we did take into con-
sideration the fiscal situation anc we
also took Into consideration the military
needs of the Nation and the security of
the country.

1 could talk to you at very great iength
about wkat we did in the Defense bill.
There were not hundreds but thousands
of issues ‘involved when you get cown
to each &nd every item that was before
us in the consideration of this measure.

Let me say we have reduced the total
funding available by about $3 billion.
The new budget obligational authority
reduction is $3,535,793,000, but some of
this reduction, $503,200,000, is offset by
the reappropriation or reapplication of

pay raises, and 34

2 budget estimate.
4 Not to exceed.

funds heretofore provided. So I will not
undertake to go into too great detail
at this time. It will all be explained in
the table I will insert in the RECORD.
MILITARY. PERSONNEL

A total deduction cf $331,504,000 was
made in the requests for military per-
sonnel. The amount appropriated is $22,-
3'74,996,000. For the most part, the posi-
tion of the House with regard to specific
personnel reductions made by the House
was upheld in the conference. The House
receded on proposed reductions in the
movemeni of household goods to Alaska
and Hawail and the consolidation of
chaplain schocls. The Senate receded in
areas, such as reductions in graduate
training, in the number of career coun-
selors, in consolidation of race relations

requirements under present Iaw, new leglslation, and allowances for contingencies and civilian
5.53 408 of the remainder raguires legisiative reauthorization through

varioys anhual authorizatian bills or where the authorization expires periodically.
2 §$873,800,000 was added on the House floor as 2 committee amencment and was covered by

5 Includes $90,360,000 in advance 1975 appropriations.

schools, and in medical training. for ac-
tive duty ofiicers. While it is difficult to
estimate the exact effect of an appro-
priations reduction on military and
strengths, it- is estimated that the bill
will result it an end strength reduction
of about 62.000.

This compares with a mandated au-
thorization reduction of 43,000 personnel
and a reduction of about 53,000 in the
bill as it passed the House.

MILITARY ASSISTANCE SERVICE FUNDED PR:OGR_AMS

The House provided just over $1,000,-
000,000 for support of Scuth Vietnam and
Laos in the MASF program. The Senate
reduced that amount to roughly $650
million. The conference agreement pro-
vides some $800 million for this support.
The House conferees felt that a reduc-
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tfen of the magnitude proposed by the
Sena,te when one-half of the fiscal year
is 6ver would abruptly curtail our aid
to South Vietnam and lead to serious
destabilization in Southeast Asia. We be-

lieve that the amount agreed to will be

reasonably adequate.
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

In the operation and maintenance
area, reductions totaling $624,516,000
were made. A total of $22,340,807,000 is
provided Most of these reductions were
not in conference. In large part, the re-
duction is related to manpower strength
reductions. The Senate receded on House
reductions made in space available trans-
portation and air defense units. The
House receded on amounts for overseas
dependents education, camouflage
screens, and in Senate reductions re-
lated to energy conservation and the ex-
ecutive development program.

PROCUREMENT

The conference agreement provides
$16,225,822,000 for procurement of mili-
tary hardwa.re This is $2,144,278,000 less
than the budget amount. A number of
reductions were mandated by the au-
thorizing legislation.

In the conference the House agreed to
a Senate reduction of $10.5 million in
the A-4M aircraft of the Navy and $4.9
miltion for a medium transport aircraff
for the Marine Corps. The Senate receded
on a $66 million reduction for the S-3A
Viking antisubmarine warfare aircraft.
Under the total package contract under
which this aircraft is being procured, the
reduction proposed by the Senate would
have had the effect of seriously increas-
ing the unit cost of the aircraft. .

One of the major 1tems in conference
in the procurement area was the pro-
posed new sea control ship. The sea
control ship would be a relatively small
ship, capable of carrying helicopters and
vertical take off and landing aircraft and
would be used primarily for escort serv-
ice. The House deleted the funds for the
ship and the Senate included the funds.
Under the conference agreement, the
funds for the sea control ship are agreed
to, but none of the funds can be obli-
gated until a further study is made by
the Appropnatlons Committee of the
need for this ship and until both Appro-
priations Committees give their specific
approval for the obligation of the funds.

DEFENSE APPROPRIATION BILL 1974 SUMMARY OF APPROPRIATIONS

The conference agreement includes $70
million for the procurement of A-7D
aircraft for the Air Force as proposed
by the Senate and not included by the
House. The House had included $151.6
million for procurement of F-111F air-
craft which was deleted by the Senate.
The conference agreed to the inclusion
of funds for this aircraft. We feel that it
would be a serious mistake to close the
production line of our only long-range
bomber.

The Senate deleted $50 million of the
amount provided by the House for the
F-15 aircraft of the Air Force. The con-
ference restored $22 million of this
amount. A total procurement of 62 F-15
aircraft is provided.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION

The bill as agreed to in conference ap-
propriates $8,088,405,000 for research,
development, test, and evaluation. This
is $411,895,000 less than the budget re-
quest.

A major issue in this area was the site
defense antiballistic missile program of
the Army. The House had deleted funds
for continued development of this anti-
ballistic missile system at this time be-
lieveing that continued development of
the present Safeguard ABM system
along with a vigorous technology pro-
gram provided sufficient effort in this
area.-The Senate provided $135 million
for the site defense program. The Senate
took the position that the site defense
program is necessary to future success
in the strategic arms limitation talks
and that a more capable system than
Safeguard is needed. The conference
agreed on the appropriation of $110
million.

In the Navy, a major issue was Project
Sanguine, a proposed new system for use
in communicating with submerged sub-
marines. The program has been under
fire from residents of areas in which it
was tested or proposed to be deployed.
Environmental and health hazards were
cited. The commitfee has heard from
many residents in Wisconsin who com-
plained of the effect of Project San-
guine’s tests conducted in that State.
When it was proposed that Sanguine be
deployed in central Texas a number of
people of that area became fearful of
possible harmful effects of such deploy-
ment. With this in mind and in view of

{in thousands of dollars}
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the fact that there are other means both
in being and under development for
communicating with submarines the
House deleted all funds for Sanguine.
The Senate restored the funds. In con-
ference, $8.3 million was provided. This
will permit the continuation of test ac-
tivities in Wisconsin but will not provide
for initiating the full scale development
of the system. The Navy should carefully
study the need for the system and the
harmiful effects alleged.

The conference agreed to provide $25
million for continued development of the
advanced medium STOL transport air-
craft. The conference agreement was a
compromise between the Senate recom-
mendation of $65 million and the House
position that all funds should be deleted.
It is prokable that at this point most of
the monoy provided has already been
oblizated.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

The House included a limitation in the
bill which would have limited the num-
ber of non-high-~-school graduates and
so-~called category IV personnel inducted
into the military service. The Senate
deleted the House provision but agreed
in conference to include the restrictive
language. We feel that this is important
in maintaining a highly qualified mili-
tary force.

The House included a limitation by
grade on the number of officers in the
military services. The Senate deleted the
provision and the House reluctantly
receded in the conference. The managers
are in agreement that the limitation as
proposed by the House should be main-
tained by the Department but felt that
the language should be deleted at this
time in order to give the Committees on
Armed Services an opportunity to enact
legislation in this area.

The Senate included a provision which
would have denied any funds for the
furnishing of petroleum products to
Southeast Asia. The House conferees
were in agreement with the intent of
the Senate amendment but felt that it
was unnecessarily restrictive. The lan-
guage was amended to prohibit the pro-
curement of petroleum fuels produced
in the United States and to permit the
provision of such fuels for U.S. nationals.

A table summarizing the actions of the
cohference follows:

Revised

budget
Appropriatian, estimate,
ﬂscal year fiscal year Conference action compared with—
1973 (hew 1974 (new
. obligational  obligational Passed Passed Conference - 1973 Budget
Functlonal fitle authority) authority) House Senate action appropriation estimate House Senate
Titte 1—| Mlhtary persunnel 23,718,395 22,706,500 22,432,641 22,363,096 22,374,986 —1,343,3%9 ~331, 504 57,645 11,900
Transfer from other gccounts., _ 521, 550 et s e m e mmeeemeemezoememmmammmesm e ( —20,550) . e ———
Title [I—Retired militar personnel , 441, 684 4,705, 900 4,681,900 4,681, 900 4,681,900 +240 216° —24,
Title 11i—Operation and maintenance_ 21,461,726 22,965,323 22,504, 223 22, 240, 426 22,340, 807 --879, 081
Transfer from other accounts_.......__.o.._... (200, 000) . . oo saemeaccenaieszzeemessezzoozsoa (—200,0
Title IV—Procurement. ___..._....._. 17,799,870° 18,370,100 16,513,422 15,872,502 16,225,822 ~1, 574, 048 —2,144,278 —287, 600
Transfer from other accounts___________________ (1,055,900) ... ... __.__. (387 300) (499, 800) (499,800) (~556,100) (4499, 800)
Title V—Research, development, test, and evaluation. 7,959, 498 8, 540, 300 7,966, 523 8,103,353 8,088, 405 +128 907 —411, 885
Transfer from other accounts._ ... oo . (60,000) .. oo cnecccnizozoae (3, 500) €3,500)  (—56,500) {+3,500) (-3, 500)
Title Vl—-SpecnaI foreign currency program 3,400 2,600 2,600 2,600 2, =800 i
Title VII—G engr provisions ~{additional transfer
uthor#l R/[ .............................. (750, 000) (1,000, 000) (500, 000) (750, 000) (625,000) (—125000) (-375,000) (+125.000) (—125,000)
Title VII Defense ANPOWEr COMMISSION. . - oo e ceamea 750 400 +4900 -+400 —350
Total, Department of Defense (NOA)___.._...__ 75,384,573 77,250,723 74,101,308 73,264,627 73,714,930 ~1,669,643 —3,535793 —386, 379 -F450, 303
Transfer from other accounts. . §I 337 450) ______________ (387, 300) (503, 300) (503,300) (—834,150)  (4-503, 300) (+116 ______________
Total funding available_______ . 023 77,250,723 " 74,488,600 73,767,927 74,218,230 —2,503,793 —3,032,493 70, +450, 303
Transfer authority.eaeon 0, 000) (1 000, 000) (500, 000) (750, 000) (625 000)  (—125,000) (—375,000) (+125, 000) (—125,000)
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DEFENSE APPROPRIATION BILL 1974--SUMMARY OF APPROPRIATIONS-~Continued

fin thousands of dolfars)

Appropriation,

Revised
budget

estimate,

scal year fiscal year

Corference action compared with-—

1973 (new 1974 (new
obligationz] obligational Passed Passed Conference 1973 Biidget
Functicnal title authority) authority) House Senate action appropriation estimate House Senate
Distribution by organizational compenent: .
______________________________________ 20,712,153 20,238,959 19,230,999 18,978, 401 19 157 304 —1,554,854 -1 081,655 —73,695 +1/8, 903
ransfer from other accounts_.._.._.. ... (441.000)....._,...,.._ (116, 500) 32, 500) 500) (— 208 500) (+232 500) C+116,000)-__.  ___ .
............................ 24,662,834 25, 849, 400 800,565 24,668, 681 24 707 708 - —92, 857 T 139,027
Tral (330,850) .. _____. ____ (156, 8G0) 156, 8 (156 800) (-~ 173 750) (+156, 800) _____________________________
At Forc 23,694,194 24,345, 800 312,874 22,872, 353 23,106, 656 —587 538 ~1,239,144 —26,217 4234, 303
Transfer from other account (558,200) ... _._._._._. (114, 000) (114, 000) ate, 000)
Defense agencies/OSD____.._.. .. - 1,873 705 2,110,664 , 254,972 2,062, 542 2,060,962 49,7
Transfer from other accounts. ... ... - L T00) ool
Retired muﬁtary personnel .............. SR 4, 441 681 4,705,900 4,681,900 4,681, 900 4,681,900
Defense & VPOWET GOMMUSSION .o e B e B BT T s e cmmrmm s mm e 750 460
Total, Liepartment of Defease (NOAY...__...._. 75, 334, 573 77,250,723 74,101, 309 73,264, 627 73,714,930 —1,669,643 -1, 535 793 —386, 379 +450, 303
Transter from other accounts. . ;1, VA L) A (387 300) (503, 300) (503,300)  (—834, 150) (+503 300) (HIG ) T
Total funding available__ 6,722,023 77,250,723 4, 488, 603 73,767,927 74,218,230 —2,503,793 —270, 379 4450, 303
Transfer authority... (750 000) (1,000, 000) (500 OUU) (750 000) (625, 000) (—125,000) ( 375 000) ( HZS 000)  (—125, 000)
Mr. WYMAN. Will the gentleman Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Mr. MAHON. The total is $73,714,930,-

yield?

Mr. MAHON. 1 vield to the gentleman.

Mr, WYMAN. I would like to ask the
chairmar. whether he feels that the
$400,000 in this bill for the Defense
Manpower Committee will produce any
results in perhaps getting a little differ-
ent perspective as to how we can save
money orl the amount for pefrsonnel and
the amount for hardware in the mil tary
to which the gentleman made reference
and which we so urgently need.

Mr. MAHON. I am hopeful this com-
mission would prove to be meaningful.
I am not too sanguine about it.

But we will hope that some success
can come. I am sure that those who serve
on the Commission will work diligently
toward coming up with some suggestions
that will be worthwhile. This is an area
where there could be considerablie im-
provemerit,

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
teman will yield still further, there are
other .places where there is work that
is being cone at the present time to see
whether reductions in personnel can be
achieved in order to lower the 57 percent
of this budget going toward personnel.

Mr. MAHON. The gentleman, of
course, knows that we are dealing with
this probiem in the committee. We aave
tried to improve the techniques for re-
cruiting personnel, and we aré trying
to prevent the practice of recruiting peo-
ple, keeping them a few weeks or a few
months, and then having to discharge
them. We are trying to improve the qual-
ity of the personnel entering the mili-
tary service in the first instance. We
have macde some reductions in personnel
in the Department of Defense, as my
friend, the gentleman from New Hamp-
shire, kncws.

Mr. WYMAN. Is the chairman san-
guine about the prospects of being able
to perhars get the defense costs on per-
sonnel for the United States down to a
figure of sbout 50 percent.

Mr. MAHON. I would hope we could
do sometliing like that. After all, we can-
not go on forever at the present balance,
as I see it. The gentleman has raised a
very valid. point, and I thank the gentle-
man for his contribution.

Mr., WYMAN. I thank the chairman.

Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. TEAGUE oif California. Mr.
Speaker, first I want to express my grat-
itude to the House conferees, and cer-
tainly to the chairman for sticking to
thie position of the House in connection
with the Pacific Missile Range, which is
in my district, or close to it. And the
lenguage contained at page 25 of the re-
port makes it very clear that the House
position will be maintszined, and the Navy
shall continue to operate the Pacific Mis-
sile Range with Government military
and civilian personnel.

Does the gentleman consider that to
be mandatory upon the Navy?

Mr. MAHON. I do consider that to be
mandatory. We are unalterably opposed
to contracting out this operation. We
want to proceed in accordance with the
present procedure that the gentleman
from California is aware of.

I wish to say, Mr. Speaker, that the
members of the Subcommittee on Ap-
propriations and the members of the full

‘Committee on Appropriations owe a debt

of gratitude to the Members of the
Hceuse generally who are not members
of the full committee and the subcom-
mittees for the contributions which they
have made. The members of this com-
mittee have worked many, many months,
all of them on the Democratic side and
all of them on the Republican side of the
subcommittee headed by the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr, MiNsHALL) . I believe we
have really done the very best we could.
The bill is not perfect, but I am of the
opinion that the bill comes before the
House as the best that could be done
under the circumstances.

I hope that the Department of Defense
cen take this money and continue to keep
us No. 1 militarily, maybe by a small
margin, but N¢. 1, We must remain No. 1
in military power and national security.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. I thank
the gentleman.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, I do not find the usual
table in the 1eport showing the total
amount. of this bill.

Would the gentlem:n please state the
total cost of this bill as it now stands?

000. The amount agreed to is $3.5 billion
less than the budget estimate.

Mr. GROSS. How does 1t compare with,
the bill as it left the House?

Mr. MAHON. It is below the bill as it
left the House. The House had provided
more than $74.1 billion, so at $73.7 bil-
lion it is lower than it was when it left
the House, $386 million less than it was
when it passed the House. It is $450 mil-
lion more than the appropriation recom-
mended by the U.S. Senate.

Mr. GROEIS. How much lower is it than
the bill that passed the House?

Mr. MAHON, $386,379,000.

Mr. GRO3S. There. is no funding in
this bill for the replacement of the arms
and munitions that were taken out of
our inventory and given to Israel in the
recent Middle East war; is that correct?

Mr. MAHON. No. That comes in the
foreign aid hill which should follow this
bill.

Mr. GROSSS. No. The replacement will
not be made there.

Mr. MAHON. Not directly. We will pro-
vide funds in the foreign aid bill to re-
imburse the Department of Defense for
the contributions made to Israel. That is
the way it is handled.

Mr. GROS3S. The Deputy Secretary of
Defense, Mr. Clements, told us in the
Committee ¢n Foreign Affairs that there
would probably be a bill of between $2
and $3 billicn in addition to the money
that was requested by authorization
through the Committee on Forelgn Af-
fairs for the $2.2 billion.

Mr. MAHON. For the most part, that
would be for hardware for U.S. forces
and not directly related to the replace-
ment of weapons given Israel.

Mr. GROSS. The replacement of the
arms and planes that were taken out of
the U.8. inventory by President Nixon
given to Israel will have to be financed
nanced next year through another bill;
is that correct?

Mr. MAHON. No. The gentleman is not
correct on that. In the forelgn aid bill
we are providing $2.2 billion for Israel,
part of which will be used to reimburse
the Department of Defense for the am-
munition and airplanes and military
support otherwise that was provided for
Israel, or that is being provided. There
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are some additional costs since the value
of the material given Israel is less than
the replacement cost of some items.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman from
Texas is demonstrating some new-found
optimism, I find, because Israel was al-
ready in debt to the United States to the
extent of $1 billion before the October
war ever started. .

Mr. MAHON. I do not mean that Israel
will pay back the $1 billion which is now
owed, and I do not mean that Israel will
pay back the $2.2 billion. Some of it is
to be loan money, and some of it will
be grant money, and whether any of it
would be returned, I do not know. But
I would say that up to date Israel has
reimbursed the United States in its pay-
ments o the extent of about $250 mil-
lion. .

Mr. GROSS. If we keep pumping eco-
nomic aid to them they will be able to
go through the motions of paying it, but
it is our people who are out of pocket.
The taxpayers are out of pocket. I pre-
dict that the gentleman will be back
with a bill next year for more arms as a
result of the Middle East war.

Mr. MAHON. I do not foresee that at
this time, but it is true that we need
modernization of our forces., We need
more in quantity of military equipment
by way of newer planes, and so forth.
We are producing a minimum of new
alreraft and new ships and new weap-
ons,

Mr, McFALL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield? .

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. McFALL. I thank the gentleman

for yielding,
_ Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the permanent REcorp be corrected
to show that the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. Giammo) except as to
amendment No. 77 of the Defense ap-
propriation bill and that I did not.

The Recorp of December 19, 1973, on
page H11677 in listing the managers on
the part of the House indicates that I

excepted as to amendment No. 77. I did.

not. However, the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. Grammo) did and I ask
unanimous consent that the permanent
REcorp be corrected.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia? X

"There was no objection.

Mr. MINSHALL of Ohio. Now, I should
like to tell the gentleman from Iowa
that this bill is below last year’s budget
by $1,60,0000,000. It is less than the
House-passed bill, as the gentleman from
Texag (Mr, MaroN) has emphasized, by
$386,379,000.

The appropriation we passed in the
House was $1.3 billion below last year’s
appropriation. The conference action re-
. sulis in a bill which is about $1.6 billion

below last year, and 1s about $3.5 billion

below, the budget estimate for this fscal

year, R

I would also like to point out to the
gentleman from Iowa that there were
many items in this bill that all of us are
not completely satisfied with, but that
is the nature of any conference report,
any kind of compromise. But the con-
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ferees met for 10 straight hours, with a
little time for lunch. I think we have
come up with good compromises and fair
compromises and a bill that will make for
2 strong defense for our country. I hope
the House will go along with the bill.

Mr, STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, MINSHALL of Ohio. I yield to the
gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr., STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, I appreciate the gentleman
yielding. )

I want to express my unhappiness over
the fact that the conference agreed to
stay by the House provision on section
718. The conferees in accepting the
House position, and I recognize this mat-
ter was not discussed greatly when it
was before the House, I am afrald we
will have the Army in a shortfall position
of an additional 5,000 to 15,000 men, and
it is an unwarranted interference in my
judgment in the management capacity
of the Defense Department, the idea that
we somehow want to limit nonhigh
school graduates, because about 25 per-
cent of them are not eligible to* make
it.in the first 18 months service or limit
category 4 to a percentage lower than
was achieved in the draft. I simply do
not understand it.

I hope the Appropriations Subcommit-
tee on the Defense Department in the
months ahead will be willing to take a
close look and make an analysis of this
kind of management decision before un-
dertaking it.

I would simply say to the gentleman
from Ohio I am grateful to-him for his
willingness to yield to me so that issue
might be raised, and next year you can
be sure it will be raised again if the
committee intends to continue this kind
of operation.

Mr. MINSHALL of Ohio. I appreciate
having the gentleman’s remarks.

The Army has had a great deal of dif-
ficulty with its all-volunteer program.
We are trying to keep the armed serv-
ices combat ready as much as we can
g%d that is why we took the action we

id.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. MINSHALL of Ohio. I yield to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman state to the House whether there
are funds in here for the AMB?

Mr. MINSHALL of Ohio. There is $110
million in here for the site defense ABM.

Mr. YATES. Is that for the first in-
stallation or the total amount for the
program?

Mr. MINSHALL of Ohio. That is for
the first installation.

Mr. YATES. How much will the total
program cost?

Mr. MINSHALL of Ohio. That is the
site defense? .

Mr. YATES. I wonder how much it will
cost in total?

Mr, MINSHALL of Ohio. That depends
on how far we carry the development.

Mr. YATES. For what site will this
be the defense?

Mr. MINSHALL of Ohio. This is a de-
velopment program. No sites have been
selected. The full development cost will
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be close to a billion six hundred million -
dollars.

Mr. YATES. That is correct.

I have been opposed to the ABM and
I am sorry the conference saw fit to put
money into this program for the ABM
again and I would hope they would take
another look at it.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MINSHALL of Ohio. I yield to the
gentleman from Wisconsin,

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker,
I just want to express my own disap-
pointment that the House position failed
as opposed to that of the Senate in the
determination of the U.S. Armed Serv-
ices Institute in Madison, Wis., a 30-
year institute. I take it that the Senate
failed to put forward the arguments of
the Defense Department in their desire
that this institute be-continued and be
given an ample opportunity to be literal-
ly reconstructed during the next year to
follow the needs of the armed services in
connection with the education of our
military personnel.

In this connection I hope something
is salvable, but insofar as the House POsi-
tion prevailed there does not seem to
me to be much hope.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin, Mr. Speaker,
if the gentleman will yield, I share the
concern of my colleague from Wisconsin
on this subject, I think it was developed
at the hearings that the USAFI did de-
serve some major surgery. There is a
question, however, whether that should
extend to decapitation and that was the
provision that was in the House bill.

I think the gentleman from Wisconsin
put his finger on the situation as it was
in the conference, that it was not appro-
priate for the House conferees to raise
the issue in contravention of the House
action; that the only way this could
have been adequately brought before the

conference is if someone of the Senate

conferees had spoken up and raised an
issue, so that the cards could have been
laid on the table. That did not take place,
so there was really no practical way in
which this matter could adequately be
discussed in the conference, so the House
position did continue, -

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, if
the gentleman will yield further, T want
to comment that I had very grave ques-
tions about whether the best interests
were being served by the Defense De-
parment in terms of education.

It will be a poor Christmas present for .
those employees in Madison, Wis. There
are some 200 people that will be involved.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin: If the gen-
tleman will yield further, I want to com-
ment on the discussion by Mr. STEIGER
of Wisconsin, with respect to this subject.

I think there was rather strong feeling
in our subcommittee that this figure
should have been perhaps higher than
the 45 percent that, remained in the
House bill and is continued in this con-
ference report.

We were concerned that in their efforts
to get numbers, in light of their difficul-
ties in recruiting, that people who could
not make a satisfactory contribution to
the Defense Department or to the Army
in particular would be enlisted in the
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recruiting program. So because we had
pefore us the history of problems created
by peoplé of the capacities shown in their
particular categories, we did agree on a
figure of 45 percent, which was lower
than some of the members of the sub-
committee wanted to go. It was put in
there to protect the particular level of
the caliber of the people being taken
into the Army. That is the basis of the
45 percent.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, if the gentleman will vield, I
am grateful to my colleague from Wis-
consin for: his comment.

I would say If we look back tc June
1972, the flgures, as I recall, supplied by
the Defense Department were that 56
percent of the Army career soldiers just
@ year ago in June were non-high-school
graduates when they entered the armed
services; so this decision to use, in eTect,
an artificial eriteria, of high schooi grad-
uation, for the basis of determining
whether a man or woman makes a good
career soldier, I find very difficult to jus-
tify, Durihg the draft era, the propor-
tion of smental IV’s who entered each
year exceeded the proposed legislative
limit of 18 percent in one or more of the
services. The proportion of mental IV’s
who entered the Army, the chief user of
the drafs, in selected typical years, are
shown below:

Mental IV’s as percent of Army acressions
Percent

Fiscal yesr:

One of the key factors in this regard
is that high school graduation is not
used to determine a person’s ability to
perform a job but is rather a general in-
dex as to whether or not an individual
will make it through his first 18 months
of service. Approximately one-fourth—
25 percent—of the non-high-school
graduates fail to make it through their
first 18 roonths of service, whereas 9 per-
cent’ of the high school graduates fail.
This difference has encouraged the
armed sarvices to-seek high school grad-
nates. But any policy restricting non-
high-school graduates, is obviously
counterproductive for at least 75 percent
of them make good soldiers. All eniries
are qualified by aptitude tests as well, re-
gardless of whether they are high schoeol
or non-high-school graduates.

What the Army has now done in this
new 17¢-day provision, so they cen get
a man or a woman who is not a good
soldier nut of the Army before they be-
come eligible for benefits means we ought
to be able to get anybody in that wants
to come in, that wants to volunteer, and
theri make the judgment as we go along,
without making the artificial judgment
of high school graduation,

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
if the mentleman will yield furiher, we
are not talking about high school gradu-
atlon. We are talking about category 4.
The record of recruitments in recent
months indlcates that the Army hss been
overloading itself and people in these
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cctegories, experience shows, have not
been able to make the contribution that
we ought to expect from the money we
are expending; this is the basis of that
action in that regard.

Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman from
Ohio will yield for a couple minutes more,
I want to say it is iraportant that this
conference report be approved, in spite of
the misgivings on incividual items that
all of us who are House conferees did
have.

But it is costing us money every day
that we fail to have the 1974 Defense
Appropriations Act on the books. That is
true because we have directed a number
o’ savings in this bill, in matters which
are now going forward, at the old, higher
rate in the continuing resolution under
which the Department of Defense is op-
erating, and it does cause grave problems
of management when the Defense De-
partment, with this amount of money, is
required to operate under a continuing
ragolution.

So, I urge that the House will now
adopt this conference report.

Mr» OBEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tieman yield?

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I have a
couple of questions concerning the prob-
iems of Project Sanguine Submarine
Communications program in amendment
79.

The report says that funds provided
are to be available for continuation of
effort at the Wisconsin test facility. Is
the interpretation of the gentleman from
Texas that this does not imply in any
way that the primary site is moved back
to Wisconsin?

Mr. MAHON. The committee felt that
{he Sanguine program had not pro-
gressed to the point where it should be
firmed up as an operational unit, and

that the tests and evaluations which had -

begun and had been in progress in Wis-
consin for years could be continued; but
not the full-scale cevelopment of the
system.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, my point is
ihat there is nothing in this language
which implies the primary site for fur-
vher developrent of Sanguine has been
moved back to Wisconsin?

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, the gentle-
man is correct.

Mr. OBEY. Also, it says that none of
the funds were to be applied to any full-
scale development, Does that language
imply any expansion of the Wisconsin
facility at Clam Lake would be in order?

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I would not
interpret the report language in that
manner. It provides. for study, experi-
mentation, and additional study, but I do
not think the gentlerman from Wisconsin,
whom I know is apprehensive about this
project, should be too greatly concernhed
about it st this stage. There are so many
other ways of communication that we do
not want to 2o too far with Sanguine at
this point. That is the attitude of the
committee.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman and I agree with the chair-
man.

Mr. MAHON. Mr, Speaker, I yield to

¥

December 20, 1973
the gentleman from Mississippi (Mr.
MoNTGOMERY) for a question.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to commend
the chairman and the conferees on the
handling of the reserve part of this bill,
which is a large share of the money.
Even thouga the comnittee has given
us a tight budget to work with in the
reserves, I believe in my opinion that
the reserve can continue to be a vital
part of this Nation's cefense and con-
tinue an outstanding job.

Mr. Speaker, I am =z little concerned
about the cutback of funds for Virginia
Army ROT(C units In high schools, and
also the Mavy Virginia high school
ROTC units. In my opinion, these have
been very good, workable units. I hope
the commitiee does not act in haste and
cut out the units down the line.

Mr. MAEION. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for his contribution, and
I will place in the Record at this point a
statement in regard to the Reserves and
the Junior ROTC.

As my good friend from Mississippi has
indicated, the Reserve components and
the National Guard were well provided
for in this kill. The orizinal Defense De-
partment request for Guard and Reserve
forces was over $4.4 billion compared
with $4 billion provided in fiscal year
1973. This represents a 10-percent in-
crease in funding despite generally
declining manpower strengths.

Actions on the part of the Congress
have reduced this $4.4 hillion request less
than $100 rnillion leaving a net increase
of over $300 million. Nearly all of the
reduction wras related to the difficulties
the Reserv2 componernts are having in
obtaining nonprior—fi:st term—iecruits.
Most of these individuals were scheduled
to undergo from 4 to & months of active
duty for training. Thus, this category of
personnel sequire proportionately more
money than do regular reservists who
drill only one weekend a month and are
paid accordingly. Accordingly when
shortfalls occur large dollar savings are
generated.

I would also point out that this con-
ference report agrees to the restoration
of some of the specific units which were
deleted in the House version., For ex-
ample, the Navy will be permitted to con-
tinue the operation of 30 system analysis
divisions snd all of the phased force
components companies if the Navy
desires to do so. You are aware of the
fact that the committee questions the
need and expenditure for these units.

The corference report also restored
100 technizian positions in both the Air
Force Resarve and Air Force National
Guard. The original bill deleted 200 posi-
tions from each. The committee also
restored one half of a $10 million reduc-
tion in fuel for the Air National Guard
made by thie Senate.

I .Jso want to point out that the com-
mittee did not reduce or eliminate any
junior ROTC units. The committee
looked into the matter of the numbers of
ROTC units which are not meeting the
mandated strength requirement of 100
students. T"he committee feels that addi-
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‘tional units should not be organized until
many of the units which are not meeting
required strength levels are either dis-
established. or brought to the mandated
strength. . .

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I
‘thank my colleagues also.

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time,

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
‘the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
FLYNT). }

(Mr, FLYNT asked and was given
bermission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) L

‘Mr, FLYNT, Mr. Speaker, all of the
conferees have signed this conference
report. Two of the House conferees ex-
-cepted as to amendment No. 77 proposed
by the Senate, One of the Senate con-
ferees excepted as to another section of
the conference report. .

Mr, Speaker, I take this time to ex-
plain our exception to the amendment
No. 717.

. Amendment No. 77 is the research, de-
velopment, test, and evaluation, Army
section of the bill and the conference re-
port. This program, as has been stated
“earlier during the debate on this con-
ference report, proposes a total program
expenditure before any procurement, ac-
-cording to the House report, of $1,650,-
000,000 for a site defense antiballistic
‘missile system, or a site defense ABM
system, as it is_comumonly called.

In the past I have always supported
ongoing research and development into
-an effective. ABM system, and I still sup-
port that concept. However, I oppose the
-pProvision in the conference report to
-build an extravagant and expensive
ABM system which cannot be deployed
and probably would not work if it could
~he deployed, L .

-In the House language of the de-
fense appropriation bill, the House pro-
bosed $111,100,000 for continuation of
research and development of the anti-
ballistic missile defense. We proposed
and the House passed $20 million for ex-
ploratory ballistic missile defense R. & D.
and $77.7 million for advanced ballistic
missile defense R. & D, which latter fig-
.ure is $25 million over the budget and
above the amount requested by the De-
partment of Defense, |
- The Defense Appropriations Subcom-
mittee added that $25 million over and
above the budget request, because the
subcommittee and the full committee
-and the House denied the budget request
of $170 million to continue the proto-
type building of the site defense ABM
system. We thought then and two of us
think now that this is the more reason-
able approach to this item in the bill.

The Senate restored $135 million and
the committee on  conference reduced
that figure to $110 million.

Bare in mind that $110 million is only
1 year's annual increment of the. total
cost. We have during fiscal year 1973
apbropriated and the Department of De-
fense has expended approximately $165
million toward this, This $170 million
which the Department of Defense asked
for this year was to be the second annual
increment into the site defense ABM pro-
gram which would require over $850 mil-
lion for the prototype development and
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an additional $815 milliod for full en-
gineering.

Mr. Speaker, we held extensive hear-
ings on this in the subcommittee. As a
result of those hearings, the subcommit-
tee and the full committee deleted the
entire amount requested by the Defense
Department for site defense ABM.

The Senate saw fit to restore $135
million as a part of a $1.65 billion site
defense ABM program. In the event the
prototype is developed and full engineer-
ing follows, this system, even if it works,
will not be deployable, because of the
provisions of the SALT I agreements to
which we are signatory. . :

This is a provision in the bill.and in
the conference report on which reason-
able men can disagree. Those who sup-
port it think it is a viable program and
that it can be deployed and when de-
ployed will work. On the other hand those
of us who oppose this program do so, be-
cause we cannot deploy it without abro-

. gating the SALT I agreement and be-

cause even if we deployed, it will not be
effective for its intended purpose.

It is the same old story of hitting a
high velocity bullet with another high
velocity bullet: You might hit one with
one, or even five with five, but when the
number of incoming ballistic missiles is
increased to 20, 50, 100, or more under
the present state of the art the radars
and computers cannot differentiate suffi-
clently to achieve 100-percent effective-

ness or anywhere near that. What we -

need to do is to do further research be-
fore proceeding to prototype.

The subcommittee and full committee
were unanimous when we marked up this
bill and the House passed it. We feel we
are going too far, too fast on the unnec-
essary building of a prototype whiqh, ac-
cording to the testimony of the project

‘manager of the program, General Leber,

this prototype development plus full en-
gineering will cost the $1.6 billion to
which we have referred and which some
of us feel should be deleted. :

I shall seek recognition to offer a mo-
tion to recommit with instructions and

~such motion will read as follows:

Mr. FLYNT moves to recommit the con-
ference report on the bill (H.R. 11575)
to the committee on conference with the
following instructions to the managers

on the part of the House: To disagree to

Senate amendment No. 77.

Mr. Speaker, let me emphasize that
this motion to recommit would be totally
consistent and compatible with the pre-
vious unanimous action of the House, the
Committee on Appropriations and the
Subcommittee on Defense Appropria-
tions. -

The action previously taken by the
House was not considered in haste. It
was not an arbitrary reduction but on a
decision based on the realities of the
state of the art and the foreseeable new
developments within the time frame be-
tween now and the completion of the
nearly $1 billion prototype.

The committee report on this subject
consists of nearly three full pages, and
I quote from parts of it: :

SITE DEFENSE

The Army requested in the January
budget $170,070,000 for advanced develop-
ment of a new antiballistic missile system
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referred to as ‘“Site Defense”. The Site De-

Iense system is a new ABM system separate
.and apart from the presently deployed Safe-

guard system. Prior to the treaty limiting
the deployment of ABM gystems, the name
of the system was “Site Defense Minute-
man”. The basic difference In the Site De-
fense system and Safeguard system 1s that
Stte Defense system is a point defense system
essentlally and the Safeguard system is an
area defense system. The Site Defense system
would use greater numbers of smaller, less
powerful radars and only short range mis-
siles. It would be deployed in close proxim-
ity to Minuteman missiles and would pro-
vide a point defense of the Minuteman silos.

The treaty limiting the deployment of
antiballistic missile systems precludes the
deployment of a Site Defense system in the
role for which it was designed, the protec-
tion of Minuteman missiles, as long as the
treaty is in effect. The only location at which
the Site Defense system could be deployed
under the provisions of the ABM treaty is
at the National Command Authority or
Washington, D.C. If Site Defense were to be
installed at our single ABM site which de-
fends ballistic missiles, Grand Forks Air
Force Base, Safeguard missiles would have
to be removed. Since we are now in the final
stages of installing the Safeguard missiles
after the expenditure of $5 billion, it is not
reasonable to propose such a course at this
point in time. .

* * * * *

The Committee recommends an additional
reduction of $135,000,000 in the Site Defense
line item and a partially offsetting $25,000,
000 increase In the amount provided for
Advanced Ballistic Missile Defense, a net
reduction of $110,000,000. The purpose of the
recommended reduction is the termination
of the prototype demonstration of the Site
Defense System. The $25,000,000 transferred
to Advanced Ballistic Missile Defense is for
advanced development efforts on such com-
ponents of the Site Defense system as might
be considered useful by the Army. If addi-
tional funds are required in this aresa, the
funds in advanced development and explor-
atory development related to ballistic mis-
sile defense can be utilized for this purpose
if the Army feels that Site Defense tech-
nology is of a higher priority than other
efforts proposed in these areas.

The Committee does not believe that we
should at this time freeze on the design for
our next generation antiballistic missile sys-
tem. If, in 1977, the arms limitation treaty-is
not renewed, we could take advantage of the
state of the art at that time to fully develop
a8 new system. The technology included in
the Site Defense system may be far surpassed
at that time. If we decide at some point in
time that additional antiballistic missile sys-
tems are required rapidly, we can further ex-
tend the Safeguard system with additional
deployments as was previously planned.

#* * * * L]

The Site Defense program as now envi-
sioned 1s a program without a home. Under’
the Arms Limitation Treaty, the system
could not be deployed at a Minuteman site
where it was designed to be placed. In an
effort to find a home for Site Defense, the
Army included $5,000,000 in the budget to
study the deployment of such a system at
Washington, D.C. Since the Site Defense sys-
tem Involves relatively low level intercep-
tions and nuclear detondtlons, it is not ap-
propriate for the defense of a city or of an
area of population. The funds requested for
studies related to Washington, D.C. de-
ployment were specifically deleted in the
authorization act.

L] L L] - * *

The estimated cost of the proposed proto-
type demonstration program for the Bite
Defense system rose from an estimate of
$794 million late last year to a new estimate
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o $850 million given this year. The Come-
mittee belleves that if the program were al-
lowed to cunmtinue, these costs would con«
tinue to rize. In addition, if the prototype
demonstratiop program were sutcessful,
would only lead to a request for'a full engi-
neering devalopment effort which would cost
nt least another $808 miillon. THus, a tital
of $1.85 bilffon is estimated to be required
to cornplete Tesearch and development on the
site Defens: system.

This indicates that at the present rate
of esealating costs, the total development
costs would probably rise from $1.6% to
$2.4 billion between now and the esti-
rated date of completion of the proto-
type. This figure, regardless of whether
it is $1.65 or $2.4 billion ig solely for
prototype development and full engi-
neering development. It does not include
any proctrement of the-end item. ‘The
cost ‘of the total procurement cost is
estimated to be $8 hillion or more with
the maxinium figure to be determined by
how many additional sites are defended.
'The report continues:

Ancther factor which mitigates ageinst
tthe proposad Site Defense system is that the
Site Defense system with 1ts necessary radars
{8 8 softer target than is the Minuteman
missile in 1t5 silo. Many of the Bite Defense
Interceptor missiles would have to be used
to protect the Site Defense system itself if
the system were to be deployed.

Estimates of the total cost of deploying a
useful Site Defense systemn are from bet'reen
88 and $10 billion. The Cotnnilttes believes
that the time to look st expendftures of this
magnitude fs relatively early in the develop-
ment stags: Having done this, the Commlit-
tee has ooricluded that an inmvestmert of
this kind is not warranted.

Mr. Speaker, that Is precisely my posi-
tion today, and all T am asking for. The
report concludes: .

We have spent some $5 billion in bringing
the Bafegusrd system to the stage of deploy-
ment which it has presently reached. For this
expenditure, we are protecting one Miauvte-
man instafiation only, and estiniates are that
the systera would at best save only a small
percentage of the missiles deployed at that
installaticn. At the present state of thz art,
ABM systams just do not appear to be cost
effective.

This was the imanimous recommenda-
tion of the Subcommittee on Defense
Appropriations, the Committee on Ap-
propriations and was sustained without
protest ‘or objection by the House of
Representatives. Nothing has changed or
intervened since November 28, 1973, the
date of the report, to change these facts
or my views. .

I urge the adoption of an appropriate
motion o recommit, in an effor} to sus-
tain the House position and at the same
time to terminate an ill-advised and
extravagantly expensive development of
a site deferise antiballistic niissile system
which we cannot deploy under present
treaty obligations and which would not
be effective for the purpose for wtich it
is intepded, even if deployment should
pbecome possible by reason of trealy ex-
piration or abrogation of the treaty.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
remaining time to the gentleman from
Connechicut (Mr. Giaimo).

Mr. (3IATMO, Mr. Speaker, I cannob
say muck in 1 nilnute about the ABM site
defense program which contains $110
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million in this bill but which will com-
mit us to an expenditure of $1.5 billion.
We are talking about buflding phase II
of an antiballistic missile system known
as site defense. We are committing our-
selves in this bill to an expenditure of
$850 million for a prototype program and
it will cost another $8¢0 million for en-
gineering and another $8 bhillion to $10
biliion to deploy.

Our position in this committee and in
the House was not to fund the prototype
program now hut, rather, to continue
their money for resesrch and develop-
ment at least for another year or two
until we knew better where we were with
regard to the SALT agreements,

nstead of that, as a result of the con-
ference, we are going to give the Depart-
ment of Defense the go-ahead signal to
begin the site defense system, which is a
prototype system to be built in Kwaja~-
jein and which cannot under the agree-
ment be deployed anywhere in the United
States.

I think this is a mistake and a waste
of over $1.5 billion at this time. I urge
that the Defense appropriation bill be
recommitted to the conference commit-
tes with instructions o delete the funds
for the antibalistic system known as site
defense.

Mr. SIKES, Mr. Speaker, I, too, had
misgivings about the funding of the site
defense program. It is another payment
and $110 million is a very substantial
payment on a program which, if com-
pieted, will cost $1.6 billion. Whether we
can continue to justily these large an-
nual increments is debatable. Neverthe-
less, I voted in conference for the res-
toration of money for the site defense
program. '

Had we been able to proceed on our
planned program of 12 antiballistic mis-
s'le sites, there would have been no doubt
in my mind for the need of the site de-
fense program. It is a program to make
the ABM system more effective. The sad
fact is that the SALT talks agreement
largely killed off the 1J.8. ABM program.
Instead of 12, we are now limited to 2.
One of these is in being at Grand Forks.
One, which was well along toward con-
struction at Malmstrom, has been dis-
mantled. We can, under the SALT talks
agreement, build another around Wash-
ington, the Nation’s Capital. There is
no indication that we plan to do so. So

I am not optimistic about the value of -

our ABM system. The principal justifica-
tion for the site defense program is to
provide an improved capability in case an
expanded ABM system is required at
some time in the future.

Tt is my personal belief that the best
defense is a strong offense. There may
not be a meaningful defense against in-
sercontinental ballistic missiles. A retali-
atory capability is waat will count most.
T think that the $110 million carried in
this bill for site defznse could be spent
better for offensive weapons. But there
are no plans to spend this money for ad-
ditional or improvec. officnsive capability.

It is site defense or nothing, at least
for the present. The administration and
the Pentagon strongly urge approval of
the system. They consider it will be an
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important assat in‘future SALT talks and
they are optimistic about its value to our
ABM capabilisy. Consequently, I support
the system. I “eel that we should proceed
for another year on the program. Then
we can take a closer look at its status.

Ms. ABZUGH Mr. Speaker, I am voting
against this bill because I bitterly object
to ever-increasing funding for the Mili-
tary Establistanent while our citizens are
being asked to make sacrifices compara-
ble to those of World War 11,

The conference commistee has reduced
the administration’s request by only $3.5
billion, a pa.try sum compared to the
$73.7 billion shey ask us to appropriate. -
The cut was mere tokenism.

1 also find it appalling that, after the
House had voted to terminate the de-
velopment of Safeguard missile sites, the
conferees pu’; back $110 million for this
purpose. This means a minimum of $1
billion in tre very. near future for a
totally- obsolete and counterproductive
notion.

Equally disturbing is the fact that $500
million is specifically sppropriated for
military aid to South Vietnam and Laos.
If the American people sre under the imn-
pression thal; the United States is out of
Southeast Ausia, they should take a long
hard look at that item. The money Is used
to perpetuato President Thieu’s dictator-
ship, to jail and terrorize thousands of
political opponents, and thus to prolong
the conflict snd prevent a negotiated set-
tlement of the war. This is a violation of
the Paris agreement, and we have no
right to encourage it by continuing our
military support.

There aree many other objectionable
features to this bill, but my chief con-
cern is that we are being asked, for no
Jogical reason, to continue handing the
Pentagon everything it wants, while
denying ourr citizens heat, light, gaso-
line, education, even food. This shows
very little change in cur sense of pri-
orities. ’

Mr. TALLZOTT. Mr. Speaker, I have
consulted with the conferees and writ-
ten Members of the other body. I am
discouraged and disappointed with the
conference report for several reasons,
but principally the $20,190,000 reduction
in “graduate training.”

. This cut is devastating in beth the cur-
rent academic year and in the long-
term competence of our defense forces.

Because of the latensss of the passage
of this bill, the fiscal year is almost half
completed. The academic year began in
September. A 20-percent cut in academic
load will necessarily require that many
students, teachers, and professors be
withdrawn from schools immediately
and even larger withdrawals made at the
semester break.

This impioses bad personnel manage-
ment upon the academic institutions.
This reduction, the necessary withdrawal
of students, the turbutence in personnel
assignments, the degradation in learn-
ing, and tae lowering of the academic
level of the services will cause a vacuum
of talent that will cause sequential ac-
celeration of the education gap that is
developing fast in our defense forces.

The coramittees of Congress should
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‘know by now that supemor modern

weaponry will not be enough to win’

future wars or to keep the peace or to de-
fend freedom. We are in, and will con-~
tinue to be in, a battle of concepts, wars
to win minds and confests to convince,
which will be more important, and diffi-
cult, than the conventional wars of brute
force and attrition, We_ will not win or
even compete well unless our defense
personnel haye superior educations and
training, We ‘are losmg the education
battle fast.

A grave debacle for the services is cer-
tain to result from the severe cut in ap-
propriations for “graduate training.”

One evident reason why the services
cannot presently compeéte with their
¢ivilian and governmental counterparts
is their educational deficiency. This ed-
ucational deficiency begins at the re-
cruit level and maintains throughout the

officer corps. The deficiency curve rises
.until the dlsparity becomes most critical
#t the junior officer level.

Neglect at the graduate level will most
adversely afféect the leadershxp and man-
agerial capability of the services.

In spite of this worrisome comparative
. deflciency in educational levels, the de-
fense appropriation bill cuts graduate
training by more than $20 million. This
is less than & drop in the ocean in a $74
billion budget, but it will be a cut that
devastates the military services.

This cut in budget and’ training load
will cause more family turbulence, more
dissatisfaction among career-oriented
-pérsonnel, and more disillusionment
among our most outstandmg upward-
‘bound yourig officers 'than any other
budget cut.

Families already en route to graduate
schools must be reas51gned all graduate
courses miist be reprogramed by Janu-
ary 1, 1974, and many careers must be
abruptly rev1sed These personal disap-
pointments, iriconveniences, ‘and added
costs are Insignificant, of course, when
compared to the comprehensive loss and
the prospective ‘degtadation of the edu-
cational level of the defense forces.

‘We must pay more attention to edu-
catlon partlcularly graduate educa-
tion, which is the most cost-effective
-expenditure in the whole defense budget.

Admittedly, the Congress cut the

budget and must assume its share of the
blame for the Qonsequences of its mis-
take, but the services failed to justify the
urgent need of graduate training for
their key officérs.
~ -No university, business, industry, or
other nation would pay so little atten-
tion or apply so little of its resources to
graduate education and training with~
out succumbing to its competitors, let
alone its enemies.

It may be easy to cut and simple to
explain to constituents the mathemati-
cal equation of dollars divided by per-

- gons ang‘ﬂa,il way at a large dollar-per-
q0 ures, but we should un-
erstaﬁ% bei?er“’che ‘value of education,
especially a graduate education, in the
complicated and sophlstlcated function
of successfully managing the personnel,
weapons, and facilities of our defense
" forces and pursuing the tenuous nation-

al policy of peace ‘with freedom in these
perilous times.

Although I regret casting a vote that
might appear opposed to a strong na-
tional security and peace with freedom,
I intend to vote against the conference
report as a protest against excellence
and against the degradation of the edu-
cational level of defense forces person-
nel.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the conference
report.

The previous question was ordered.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to recommit.,

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op-
posed to the conference report?

Mr. TALCOTT. I am, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TarLcorr moves to recommit the con-
ference report on the bill H.R. 11575 to the
Committee on Conference.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous guestion on the motion to re-
commit.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion to recommit.

The duestion was taken, and the

- Speaker announced that the nces ap-

peared to have it.

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a gquorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 88, nays 280,
not voting 64, as follows: '

[Roll No. 711]

YEAS-—88
Abzug Giaimo Pritchard
Adams Ginn Quie
Anderson, Green, Oreg. Rangel
Calif. ‘Green, Pa. Rees
Ashley Gude Reuss
Badillo Hamilton Robison, N.Y.
Bergland Hawkins Rodino
Bingham Hechler, W. Va. Rooney, Pa.
Blatnik Helstoskl Rosenthal
Brademas Hicks Roy
Breckinridge Holtzman Roybal
Brinkley Hungate St Germain
Brown, Callf. Johnson, Colo, Sarbanes
Chisholin Karth Schroeder
Clay Kastenmeler  Seiberling
Cohen Kyros Stanton,
Culver Lehman James V.
Davls, Ga. Long, La. Stark
Dellenback McCloskey Steiger, Wis.
Dellums McCormack Stokes
Donohue Mathis, Ga. Stuckey
Drinan Mazzoli Studds
Eckhardt Meeds Talcott
Edwards, Calif. Mezvinsky Thompson, N.J.
Evans, Colo. Mink Tiernan
Flynt Mitchell, Md., Waldie
Foley Moorhead, Pa. Whalen
Ford, Mosher Yates
William D.  Nedzi Young, Ga.
Fraser Obey
Frenzel Owens
NAYS—280
Abdnor Armstrong Bauman
Addabbo Ashbrook Beard
. Andrews, N.C. Bafalis -Bell
Annunzio Baker Bennett
Archer Barrett

Bevill
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Blaggl Haley Peyser
Biester Hammer- Pickle
Blackburn schmidt Pike
Boggs Hanley Poage
Boland Hanrahan Powell, Ohio
Bowen Hansen, Idaho Preyer
Brasco Harsha Price, II1.
Bray Hastings Price, Tex.
Breaux Hays Quillen
Broomfield Heckler, Mass. Railsback
Brotzman Henderson Randall
Brown, Mich., FHillis Regula
Brown, Ohio Hinshaw Rhodes
Broyhill, N.C. Hogan Rinaldo
Broyhill, Va. Holifjeld Roberts
Buchanan Holv Robinson, Va.
Burgener Horton Roe
Burke, Fla. Hosmer Rogers
Burke, Mass. Howard Roncallo, N.Y,
Burleson, Tex. Huber Rose
Burlison, Mo.  Xudnut Rostenkowski
Butler Hunt Roush
Byron Hutchinson Rousselot
Camp ichord Runnels
Carney, Ohio  Johngon, Calif. Ruppe
Carter Johnson, Pa.  Ruth
Casey, Tex. Jones, Ala. Sandman
Cederberg Jones, N.C. Sarasin
Chamberlain  Jones, Okla. Satterfield
Chappell Jones, Tenn. Sebelius
Clark Jordan Shoup
Clawson, Del  Kazen Shuster
Cleveland Kemp Sikes
Cochran Cetchum Skubitz
Collier Kmrr Slack
Collins, Tex. Kluczynsk1 Smith, Towa
Conable Koch Smith, N.Y.
Conlan Landgrebe Snyder
Conte Latta Spence
Corman Lent Staggers
Cotter Litton Stanton,
Coughlin Long, Md. J. William
Crane Lujan Steed
Cronin McClory Steele
Daniel, Dan McCollister Steelman
Daniel, Robert McDade Stratton
W., Jr. McEwen Sullivan
Daniels, McFall Symington
Dominick V. McKay Symms
Danielson McKinney Taylor, N.C.
Davis, 8.C. McSpadden Teague, Calif.
Davis, Wis. Macdonald Taague, Tex.
de la Garza Madden Thomson, Wis.
Denholm Madigan Thone
Dennis Mahon Thornton |
Derwinski Mallary Towell, Nev.
Devine Mann Treen
Dickinson Marazitl Udall
Diggs Martin, N.C. Uliman
Dingell Mathias, Calif. Vander Jagt
Dorn Matsunaga Vanik
"Downing Mayne ‘Waggonner
Duncan Melcher Wampler
du Pont Milford Ware
Edwards, Ala. Miller White
Eilberg | Minish Whitehurst
Erlenborn Minshall, Ohio Whitten
Esch Mitchell, N.Y. Widnall
Eshleman Mizell Wigging
Fascell Moakley ‘Williams
Findley Mollochan Wilson, Bob
Fish Montgomery Wilson,
Fisher Moorhead, Charles H.,
Tlood Calif, Calif.
Flowers Morgan ‘Wilson,
Forsythe Murphy, 111. - Charles, Tex.
Fountain Murphy, NNY. Winn
Frey Myers ‘Wolff
Froehlich Natcher Wright
Fuqua Nelsen Wyatt
Gaydos Nix Wydler
Gettys O’Brien Wylie
Gibbons O’Hara Wyman
Gilman O’Neill Yatron
Goldwater Parris Young, Alaska
Gonzalez Passman Young, Fla.
Goodling Patman Young, Iil.
Grasso Patten Young, 8.C.
Gross Pepper Young, Tex.
Grover Perkins Zahlocki
Gunter Pettis Zion
NOT VOTING--64
Alexander Carey, N.Y. Frelinghuysen
Anderson, Ill. Clancy Fulton
Andrews, Clausen, Gray
N. Dak. * Don H. Griffiths
Arends Collins, I1l. Gubser
Aspin Conyers Guyer
Bolling Delaney Hanna
Brooks Dent Hansen, Wash.
Burke, Calif. Dulski Harrington
Burton Evins, Tenn. Harvey
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Hébert Mills, Ark. Shipley
Heinz Moss Shriver
Jarman Nichols Sisk
Keating Podell Steiger, Ariz.
Kuykendall Rarick Stephens
Landrum ™~ Reld Stubblefleid
Legegett Rlegle Taylor, Mc.
Lott Roncalio, Wyo. Van Deerlin
Mailliard Rooney, N.Y. Veysey
Martin, Nebr. Ryan Vigorito
Metcalfe Scherle Walsh
Michel Schneebell Zwach

So the motion to recommit wag re-
jected. .

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Conyers for, with Mr. Hébert against.

Mrs. Collins of Ilinois for, with Mr. Carey
of New York against,

Mr. Ritgle for, with Mz. Rooney of New
York against.

Mr. Harrington for, with Mr, Dent against.

Mr. Metcalfe for, with Mr. Arends against.

Until further notice: '

Mr. Rarlek with Mr. Aspin.
Mr, Shipley with Mrs. Burke of California.
Mr. Stuvbbilefield with Mr. Mills of Arkan-

S

Dakota.

Mr, Podell with Mr. Heinz.
Mr. Hanna with Mr. Keating.

Mrs.
Harvey.

as.
Mr. Nichols with Mr. Andrews of North

Fansen of Washington witk. Mr.

Mr. Brooks with Mr. Don H. Clausen.
Mr. Burton with Mr. Michel.

Mr. Dulgki with Mr. Guyer.

Mr. Fulton with Mr, Roncallo of New York.
Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Lott.

Mr, Gray

with Mr. Clancy.

Mrs. Griffiths with Mr. Kuykendall.
Mr, Laadrum with Mr. Zwach.
Mr. Moss with Mr, Frelinghuysen.

Mr. Ryan with Mr. Scherle.

Mr., Sisk with Mr. Anderson of Illinois.
Mr. Stephens with Mr. Taylor of Missouri.
Mr. Vigorito with Mr. Mailliard. °*

Mr. Van Deerlin with Mr. Schneebell.
Mr. Alexander with Mr. Gubser.

Mr. Leggett with Mr, Walsh,

My, Jarman with Mr. Martin of Nebraska.
Mr. Delaney with Mr. Steiger of Arizona.
Mr. Reld with Mr. Shriver.,

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
The SPEAKER. The question is cn the
conference report.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. DELLENBACK. Mr. Speaker, I
demand & recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 336, noes 32,

not voting 64, as follows:

[Roll No. 712]

p AYES--336
Abdnor ‘Boland Camp
Adams Bowen Carney, Ohlo
Addabbo Brademas Carter
Andrews, N.C. Brasco Casey, Tex.
Annunzio Bray Cederberzg
Archer Breaux . Chamberlain
Armstrorg Breckinridge Chappell
Ashbrook. Brinkley Clark
Ashley Broomfield Clawson, Del
Bafalis Brotzman Cleveland
Baker Brown, Calif. Cochran
Barrett Brown, Mich. Cohen
Bauman Brown, Ohio  Collier
Beard Broyhill, N.C. Collins, Tex,
Bell Broyhill, Va. Conable
Bennett Buchanan Conlan
Bergland Burgener Conte
Bevill Burke, Fla. Corman
Biaggl Burke, Mass.  Cotter
Biester Burleson, Tex. Coughlir.
Blackbuin Burlison, Mo. Crane
Blatnik Butler Cronin
Byron Culver

Boggs

Danlel, Dan
Dantel, Robert
w., Jr.
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Danielson
Duavls, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
dio la Garza
Dellenback
Denholm
Dennis
Dorwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Digegs
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
Downing
Duncan
41 Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo,
Fascell
Findley
Fish
Fisher
Flood
Fiowers
Fiynt
Foley
Ford,
William D.
Fountain
Frenzel
Frey
Froehlich
Fuqus
Ciaydos
CGettys
Cilaimo
Ciibbons
CGlilman
<Ginn
CGoldwater
Cionzalez
Cipodling
Cirasso
Cireen, Oreg.
Grover
Crude
(hunter
Guyer
Y¥aley
Hamllton
Jiammer-
schmidb
Hanley
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Harsha
Ilastings
Hays
Heckler, Mass.
}einz
Henderson
Hicks
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan
Jlolifield
Holt
Horton
1{osmer
Joward
Huber
Hudnut
‘Tfungate
Hunt
Autchinson
chord
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
JJones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.

Abzug
Anderson,
Calif.
‘Badillo
Bingham
Shigholm
Slay
Dellums
Drinan
Edwards, Calif.
Forsythe

Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn,
Jordan
Karth
Kazen
Eemp
Retchum
EKing
Rluczynski
Eoch
Fuykend:sll
Eyros
Landgrehe
Latta
Lehman
Lent

Litton
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lott |
Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
McCollister
McCormack
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McKay
McKinney
McSpadden
Macdoneald

" Madden

Madigan
Mahon
Mallary
Mann
Maraziti
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Mezvinsky
Milford
Miller
Minish
Mink
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, N.¥,
Mizell
Moakley
Mollohar.
Montgorcery
Moorhend,
Calif.
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Murphy, II1.
Murphy, N.Y.
Myers
Natcher
Nedzt
Nelsen
Nix
O’'Brien
O'Hara
)’ Neill
Owens
Parris
Passman
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis-
Peyser
Pickle
Pike
Poage
Powell, Ohio
Preyer
Price, Il1.
Price, Te¢x,
Pritchard

Rinaldo
NOES—32

Fraser

Green, Pa,
Gross
Hawkins
Hechler, W, Va,
Helstoski
Holtzman
Kastenmeier
Mitchell, Md.
Mosher

Obey
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Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.XY.
Rodino
Roe
Rogers
Roncalio, Wyo.
Roncalla, N.Y,
Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush
Rousselot
Roy
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth
St Germain
Sandman
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Schroeder
Sebelius
Shoup
Shuster
Sikes
Slack
Smith, Jowa
Smith, N.Y,
Snyder
Spence
Stanton,
J. William
Stanton,
James V.
Steed
Steele
Steelman
Steiger, Wis.
Stratton
Stuckey
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Symms
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Thornton
Tiernan
Towell, Nev.
‘Treen.
Udall
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Waggonner
Wampler
Ware
Whalen
White
‘Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson, Boh
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Wilson,
Chartles, Tex.
winn
Wolff
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Alacka
Young, Fla.
‘Young, Hl.
Young, S.C.
Zablocki
Zion

Rangel
Rees

Reuss
Roybal
Seiberling
Stark
Stokes
Talcott
Thompson, N.J,
Waldie
Young, Ga.

December 20, 1973

WOT VOTIN(1+—64

Alexander Gray Reld
Anderson, 111. Griffiths Rhodes
Andrews, Gubser Riegle
N. Dak. Hanna Rooney, N. Y,

Arends Hansen, Wa:h. Ryan
Aspin Harrington Scherle
Bolling Harvey Schneebeli
Brooks Hébert Shipley
Burke, Calif. Jarman Shriver
Burton Keating Sisk

Carey, N.Y. Landrum Skubitz
Clancy Leggett Btaggers
Clausen, Mailliard Steiger, Ariz,

Don H. Martin, Nebr., "Stephens

Collins, Il Metcalie Stubblefield
Conyers Michel Taylor, Mo.
Delaney Mills, Ark., Van Deerlin
Dent Moss Veysey
Dulski Nichols Vigorito
Evins, Tenn. Podell Walsh
Frelinghuysen - Railsback Young, Tex.
Fulten Rarick Zwach

So the conference report was agreed

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Hébert for, with Mr. Matcalfe against.

Mr. Podell or, with Mr. Conyers against.

Mr. Dent for, with Mrs Colling of Illinois
against. .

Mr. Rooney of New York for, with Mr,
Riegle againss,

Mr. Rhodes for,
apgainst.

Until further notice:

Mr. Brooks with Mr. Gray.

Mr. Rarick with Mr. Young of Texas.

Mr. Nichols with Mr. Jarman.

Mr. Moss with Mr. Walsh.

Mr. Carey of New York with Mrs. Burke of
California.

Mr. Burton with Mr. Taylor of Missourl

Mrs. Hansen of Washington with Mr,
Arends.

Mr. Stubblefield with Mr, Steiger of Ari-
zZona.

Mr. Fulton with Mr. Fralinghuysen.

Mrs. Grifiths with Mr. Andrews of Norih
Dakota.

Mr. Vigorito with Mr. Skubitz.

Mr. Van Deerlin with Mr. Anderson of
Illinois.

Mr. Stephens with Mr. Scherle.

Mr. Staggers with Mg, Delaney.

Mr. Sisk with Mr. Railshack.

Mr. Shipley with Mr. Clancy.

Mr. Rvan with Mr. Michel.

Mr. Hanna with Mr. Shriver.

Mr. Alexander with Mr. Don H. Clausen.

Mr. Reid with Mr. Schreebell,

Mr. Landrum with Mr, Keating.

Mr. Legget: with Mr. Harvey.

Mr, BEvins of Tennsssqe with Mr. Gubser.

Mr, Dulski with Mr. Mailliard.

Mr. Mills of Arkansas with Mr, Martin of
Nebraska.

Mr. Aspin with Mr. Zwa<h,

The resu.t of the voie was announced
as above recorded.
AMENDMENTS IN DISAGREEMENT

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the first amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 3: Page 2, line 15,
ingert *, of which not io exceed 8,900,000
shall be transferred to appropriate accounts
under this head for the fiscal years 1969,
1971, and 1872 but only in such amounts as
are necessary for payments to the Internal
Revenue Service for unpald withholding
taxes, and tae accounis in such fiscal years
shall be adjusted accordingly.”,

MOTICON OFFERED B¥ ME. MAHON

Mr. MAHON. Mr. $ipeaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

with Mr. Harrington
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Mr. MaHON moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
_ the Senate numbered 3 and concur therein.,

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:
" Senate amendment No. 9: Page 6, line 2,
strike out “$1,808,832,000” and insert “$1,-
807,832,000;", ;

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MAHON

Mr., MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. MamoN moves that the House recede
from its disagreement toc the amendment of
the Senate numbered 9 and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed, insert “$1,-
802,832,000,

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows: o

Senate amendment No. 13; Page 6, line 8,
strike out ““$6,133,747,000” and insert “$6,-
153,747,000:"

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MAHON

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion. o

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Mazon moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 13 and concur therein
with an amengdment, as follows: |

In lieu of the sum proposed, insert *“$6,-
214,697,000, .

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follgws:

Senate amendment No. 15: Page 6, line 18,
Provided further, That the Secre-
tary of the Army may transfer up to 5 per
centum of the amount of any subdivision of
this appropriation to any other subdivision of
this appropriation, but no subdivision may
thereby be increased by more than 10 per
centum and the Secretary of the Army shall
notify the Congress promptly of all transfers
made pursuant to this authority.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MAHON

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. MaxoN moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 15 and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed, insert *:
Provided further, That the Secretary of the
Army may transfer up to 3 per centum of
the amount of any subdivision of this ap-
propriation to any other subdivision of this
appropriation, but no subdivision may there-
by be increased by more than 5 per centum
and the Secretary of the Army shall notify
the Congress promptly of all transfers made
pursuant to this authority.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sehate amendment No, 23: Page 7, line 14,
strike out “$6,028,200,000" and insert “$6,013,-
683,000:", o

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MAHON

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:
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Mr. MamoN moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 23 and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed, insert “$6,004,-
950,000,

The motion was agreed to.
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.
The Clerk read as follows:
Senate amendment No. 26: Page 8, line 4,
strike out the word “more” and insert “less”.
MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MAHON

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:
. Mr. MaxoN moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 26 and concur therein.

‘The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 27: Page 8, line 6,
insert “and not less than $359,919,000 shall
be ‘available for the performance of such
work in private shipyards:*. }

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MAHON

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Mamox moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 27 and concur therein.

- The motion was agreed fo.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 28: Page 8, line 12,
insert “: Provided further, That the Secre~
tary of the Navy may transfer up to 5 per
centum of the amount of any subdivisions of
this appropriation to any other subdivision
of this appropriation, but no subdivision may
thereby be increased by more than 10 per
centum and the Secretary of the Navy shall
notify the Congress promptly of all transfers
made pursuant to this authority,

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MAHON

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Marmon moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment.of
the Senate numbered 28 and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In Heu of the matter proposed, insert *:
Provided further, That the Secretary of the
Navy may transfer up to 3 per centum of the
amount of any subdivision of this appropria~
tion to any other subdivision of this appro-
priation, but no subdivision may thereby be
increased by more than 5 per centum and
the Secretary of the Navy shall notify the
Congress promptly of all transfers made pur-
suant to this authority.”

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement,.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 34: On page 9,
after line 7, insert “: Provided further, That
the Secretary of the Navy may transfer up
to 5 per centum of the amount of any sub~
division of this appropriation to any other

‘subdivision of this appropriation, but no sub-

division may thereby be increased by more
than 10 per centum and the Secretary of the
Navy shall notify the Congress promptly of
all transfers madg pursuant to this authority,

<

-
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7 MOTION OFFERED BY MR, MAHON

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. MamoN moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 34 and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed, insert :
Provided further, That the Secretary of the
Navy may transfer up to 3-per centum of
the amount of any subdivision of this appro-
priation to any other subdivision of this
appropriation, but no subdivision may
thereby be increased by more than 5 per
centum and the Secretary of the Navy shall
notify the Congress promptly of all transfers
made pursuant to this authority.”

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement,.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 35: On page 9, line
18, strike out “$1,124,154,000” and insert in
lieu thereof “$117,192,000".

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MAHON

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion. .

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. MaHON moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 35 and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed, insert “$1,-
108,442,000,

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows: .

Senate amendment No. 36: On page 9, line
20, strike out “$1,014,091,000” and insert in
lieu thereof “$1,014,082,000”.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR, MAHON

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. MasON moves that the House recede
from 1ts disagreement to the amendments
of the Senate numbered 36 and concur there-
In with an amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed, insert “$1,-
006,332,000.”

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next-amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 39: On page 9,
ling 23, strike out “$2,318,938,000” and insert
in lieu thereof “82,311,568,000".

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MAHON

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.
The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. MasHON moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 39 and concur therein
with an amendment as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed, insert “$2,-
304,868,000,

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 44: On page 10, line
7, insert “, to be expended on the approval
or authority of the Secretary of the Air Force,
and payments may be made on his certificate
of necessity for confidential military pur~
poses, and his determination shall be final
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~ Approved For Release 2001/08/30 : CIA-RDP75B00380R000500260014-8 :

H 11822

and conc.usive upon the accounting officers
of the Gevernment:”.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MAHON

Mr. NAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer 2
motion.

The Cierk read as follows:

Mr, MamoN moves that the House recede
from itz disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 44 and concur thereln
with an smendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed, insert, “, to
be expentied on the approval or authority of
the Secretary of the Air Force, and paymnents
may be inade on his certificate of necessity
for confitlential military purposes:”.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 45: Page 1(, line
14, insert “: Provided further, That 1ha Sec-
retary of the Air Forcc may transfer up to
5 per centum of the amount of any subdivi-
sion of this appropriation to any othe:r sub~
division of this appropriation, but nc sub-
division inay thereby be increased by raore
than 10 per centum and the Secrotary of the
Air Force shall notify the Congress promptly
of all trensfers made pursuant to this au-
thority.”. )

MCTION OFFERED BY MR. MAHON

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ofer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr., MsHON moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senaie numbered 45 and concur therein
with an mnendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed, insert
. provitled further, That the Secretary of
the Air Farce may transfer up to 3 per centum
of the amwount of any subdivision of this ap-
propriation to any other subdivision of this
appropristion, but no subdivision may there-
by be increased by more than 5 per centum
and the 3ecretary of the Air Force shall no-
tify the Congress promptly of all irensfers
made pursuant to this authority.”.

The nmotion was agreed {o.

The SIPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 49: Page 11, line
12, strike “$450,850,000” and inseri in lieu
thereof “$448,159,000".

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MAHON

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I cffer a
motion.

The lerk read as follows:

Mr. MsmoN moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senste numbered 49 and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In liew of the sum proposed,
“$446,854,0007,

The totion was agreed to.

The BPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 50: Page 11, line
13, strike “$1,6850,408,000” and insert in lieu
thereof *“81,456,198,0007,

MITION OFFERED BY MR. MAHOMNM

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion. .

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Mamon moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendrient of
the Senate numbered 50 and conéur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In 1li3u of the sum proposed,
*$1,454,898,000"".

insert

insert
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The motion was agreed to.
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will repori
" the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate armendment Mo. 51: Page 11, line
13, insert “, to beé expended on the approval
or authority of the Becretary of Defense, and
payment may be made on his certificate of
recessity for confidential military purposes,
and his determination shall be final and con-
ciusive upon the accounting officers of the
Ctovernment:

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MAHON

Mr. MAHON, Mr. Speaker, I offer a
1motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. MaxonN moves that the House recede
from its disagreement %o the amendment of
the SBenate numbered 51 and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In lleu of the matter proposed, insert , to
e expended on the approval or authority of
the Becretary of Defense, and payment may
ke made on his certificate of necessity for
confidential military purposes”.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 52: Page 11, iine
23, insert “*: Provided further, That the Sec-
retary of Defense may iransfer up to a & per
centum of the amount of any subdivision of
this appropriation to any. other subdivision
of this appropriation, but no subdivision may
thereby be increased by more than 10 per
centum and the Secretary of Defense shall
notify the Congress promptly of all transfers
made pursuant to this authority.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MAHON

Mr. MAHCN., Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. MaumoN moves that the House recede
irom its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 52 and concur therein
with an smendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed, insert *:
Provided further, That the Secretary of De-
’ense may transfer up o 3 per centum of the
amount of any subdivision of this appropria-
“ion to any other subdivision of this appro-
oriation, but ro subdivision may thereby be
increased by more than 5 per centum and the
Secretary of Defense shall notify the Con-
zress promptly of all transfers made pursuant
Lo this authority.”.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No, 55; Page 13, line 19,
strike “$228,000,000” and insert in lieu there-
of “$222,800,000.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MAHON

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. MaroN moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of

the Senate numbered 55 and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In leu of the sum proposed, insert “5121,-
900,000'".

The mwotion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 56: Page 14, line
12: Strike “$524,000,000” and insert in lieu
thereof “$523,839,000".

December 20, 1973

MOTICN OFFERED BY MR. MAHON

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Mamon moves that thie House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate nambered 56 and concur therein
with an ameadment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed,
“$524,400,000 .

The moticn was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment N3. 58: Page 16, line 9,
insert:

insert

CONTINGENCIES, DEFENSE

For emergencies and extraordinary ex-
penses arising in the Depurtment of Defense,
to be expendad on the approval or authority
of the Secretexy of Defense and such expenses
may be accovnted for soleiy on his certificate
that the expenditures wer:> necessary for con-
fidential mil tary purposvs; $5,000,000; Pro-
vided, That & report of disbursements under
this item of appropriation shall be macde
quarterly to Congress.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MAHON

Mr. MAEON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk: read as follows:

Mr. MarolN moves tha’i the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 58 and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed, insert:

CONTINGENCIES. DEFENSE

For emergencles and extraordinary ex-
penses arising in the Department of Defense,
to be expended on the approval or authority
of the Secretary of Defonse and such ex:
penses may be accounted for solely on his
certificate that the experndifures were neces-
sary Tor confidential military purposes;
$5,000,000.

The motion was agre:d to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next arnendment in disagreement.

The Clerkk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 62: On page 19,
line 14, strize out *$46,100,000 which shall
be derived by transfer from ‘Procurement of
Ammunition, Army 1873/1975°” and insert
in lieu thereof: “$146,000.000, of which $100,-
000,000 shall be derived by transfer from the
Army Stock. Pund, aac $46,100,000 which
shall be derived by transfer from ‘Procure-
ment of Armunition, Army, 1973/1975".".

MOTION OFFERED BY ME, MAHON

Mr. MAMON., Mr. Speaker, I offer &
motion. :

The Cler'z read as follows:

Mr. MazoN moves that the House recede
from its disigreement tc the amendment of
the Senate numbered 62 and concur therein.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerg read as foilows:

Senate argendment No. 71: On page 24,
line 30, strilze out “$2,69:3,800,000” and insert
in leu thersof “$2,470,800,000,

MOTICN OFFERED BY MR, MAHON

Mr. MAION. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. MauCcN moves thit the House recede
from its disagreement iv the amendment of
the Senhate aumbered 71 and concur therein
with an amendment, as foliows:
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In lieu of the sum proposed, insert “§2,.
_'720,400,000”.

. The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate ameéndment No. 75: On page 26,
Une 14, strike out “$1,605,600,000" and insert
in lieu thereof “$1,589,300,000".

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MAHON

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Maxon moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment
of the Senate numbered 76 and concur there-
in with en amendment, as follows:

In leu of the sum proposed,
“81,642,700,000",

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 78: On page 27, line
18, insert “and In addition, $3,500,000 to be
derived by  transfer from ‘Research, De-
velopment, Test, and Evaluation, Army,
1973/1974°,",

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MAHON

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion. )

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. MaHON moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment
of the Senate numbered 78 and concur
therein. :

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 79: On page 28, line
2 strike out “$2,616,065,000” and insert in
lieu thereof “$2,647,945,000”.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MAHON

Mr. MAHON. Mr, Speaker, I offer a
motion.

:The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. MasHoN moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 79 and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows: ’

In lieu of the sum proposed, insert “$2,-
651,805,000”, o

The motion was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider the votes by
which action was taken on the confer-
ence report and the several motions was
laid on the table.

.

insert

. GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to amend the unanimous-consent re-
quest which I’ made earlier and ask unan-
imous consént that all Members be per-
mitted to have 5 legislative days in which

- to revise and extend their remarks on the
‘conference report.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas? N ' )

-There was no objection,

e R —————

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 117171,

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE APPRO-
PRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1974

. Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to the unanimous-consent request that

Approved For Release 2001/08/30 : CIA-RDP_75800380R000500260014-8
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

was granted yesterday, I call up the con-
ference report on the bill (EL.R. 11771)
making appropriations for Foreign As-
sistance and related programs for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and for
other purposes, and ask unanimous con-
sent that the statement of the managers
be read in lieu of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman Ifrom
Louisiana?,

‘There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement,
see proceedings of the House of Decem-
ber 19, 1973.)

Mr. PASSMAN (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the further reading of the state-
ment of the managers be dispensed with,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.

Mr., PASSMAN., Mr. Speaker, in my
considered judgment, this is the best bal-
anced foreign aid bill it has been my
privilege to bring back to this House
since I became chairman 19 years ago.

I am sure that Members would like
to know that the conference report is
$53,478,000 below the House bill that we
passed with a very substantial margin
a few days ago.

The conference report is $1,212,483,000
below the budget request. This is a large
reduction.

There are one or two things I would
like to bring to the attention of the Mem-
bers and that is, in the conference we had
a determined group of conferees on eith~
er side trying to streamline this bill—
not to wreck it, but to streamline it; and
make the administrators just as respon-
sible as could be.

I stated in the committee, and of ne-
cessity I must restate for the record at
this time, that we have actually reduced
the administrative expense of AID far
too low. They just cannot operate the
AID program and administer the pro-
gram with the administrative expenses
we have allowed.

Therefore, I contend that any other
accounts can be used to supplement the
administrative expenses and other op-
erating costs if justified to the Commit-
tee on Appropriations of the House and
the Senate.

This is in keeping with the intent of
the House and the Senate conferees. I
mentioned the Appropriation Commit-
tees, because the authorizing committees
had previously authorized a higher fig-
ure for administrative expenses than
that agreed upon by the House and the
Senate conferees handling the appro-
priation.

Furthermore, the authorizing legisla-
tion permitted transfers, as mentioned
above, In the conference of December 19,
I stated categorically that we were deny-
ing the administration sufficient funds
for the administrative expenses for the
AID program. .

Today I discussed this matter again
with Senator INnouYE, and it is my un-
derstanding he concurs with my views,
that if the ATD Agency can establish that
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the amount appropriated is insufficient
and can justify additional funds for the
administrative expense by transfer, that
he would have no quarrel with this pro-
cedure. )

Now, there is one other significant
change that we made in conference, and
that is, with respect to the aid for Israel.
Members may recall that the House bill
called for $2.2 billion in emergency mili~
tary assistance for Israel, with $1 bil-
lion being on & grant basis. After, I am
assured, lohg deliberations in the other
body, the Senate provided that $1.5 bil-
lion should be on a grant basis and the
other $700 million on credit terms that
can be worked out according to the leg-
islation on the books.

I certainly supported this amendment
in conference, because when I look ab
the amount of mlilitary assistance we
have given world-wide and I look at the
very fact that we have never given Israel
any grant military assistance as such, I
think this is fair compromise. We have
made sales to Israel and the record in-
dicates they have never been delinquent
on the repayment of any of their obliga~
tiohs covering these credits; so the con-~
ference committee went along with this
proposal. :

I thought we were right, because this
nation is, indeed, an ally of the United
States.

As I said when I reported the bill, and
I repeat here, if Israel should go down
the drain, that in my considered judg-
ment it is just a matter of time until all
the Arab nations, including 150 million
people, would come under the domina-
tion of the Russians. With that would
go a great portion of the Mediterranean,
the Suez Canal, and 70 percent of the
known oil reserves of the world.

So in reality, in providing ample mili-
tary assistance for Israel, I think we are
putting an umbrella over the entire Arab
world and in due time, I believe it would
be accepted on that basis.

At this time I will yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. SHUSTER).

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, did I un-
defstand the gentleman to say a few
moments ago that in his view there is an
adequate funding for the administration -
of the AID programs? Because of that
aid, the administrator would be able to
take moneys from other areas of appro-
riations to use in the administration of
the program?

Mr. PASSMAN. The authorizing legis~
lation had transfer authority, but in
conference we locked it up to where they
could not draw on other funds if they
should become short. Knowing some-
thing about what is costs to administer
the program, I felt we had cut it too
low, that we had locked them out and
they would not be able to administer
the program on the amount of funds we
had provided in conference.

I further stated, and I think that is
the way the record reads, at a subsequent
date if and when they feel that they
must have additional funds, then they
must be justified by the Appropriations
Committees of the Congress. If they can
justify additional funds, the committee
may draw those funds from other
sources.
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Mr. EHUSTER. But, they have already
Justifiett-those to the Committees of the
Congress, and this House would not have
an opportunity to vote on the maiter, is
that correct?

Mr. PASSMAN. Not on that par; of it.
It is:very minor, compared with the over-
all bill, and I think the members of the
conference agree with me that we have
cut it t3 the extent that they juss can-
not administer the program. I am not a
foreign ald enthusiast, but I am a realist,
and ‘we cannot expect them to adminis-
ter the program unless they get sufficient
administrative funds.

I think the case is well made, and I am
sure that when they come before the
Congress, they will have to have very
good  Jjustifications because Senstor
InouYE is just as determined as I am
that we should streamline the program.

If T may retwrn briefly to the question
of Isragl, I would not want to mislead
the Merabers. We also provided $50 mil-
lion in the bill for Israel under support-
ing assistance; $36,500,000 for the So-
viet ‘Jewish refugees, and $300 million
for military eredit sales. So, all in all,
Mr. Speaker, may I repeat that I think
this is a well balanced bill. The conferees
worked very Bard to balance the bill out,
to bring a conference report back which
the Menibers could support.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PASSMAN. I yield to the gontle-
man from Ilinois.

Mr. PINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to craw the attention of the distin-
guished chairman of the subcomuraittec
to page-11 of the report, amendmeat 44.
It has lgnguage that is unusual, not with-
out pre¢edent put nevertheless unisual.
It makes the availability of funcs for
Isragl contingent upon the enactment
of authorizing legislation.

Mr. PASSMAN. That is correct, and
the legislation is on the Senate ficor at
this time, and it is my understarding,
and we were assured yesterday by the
conferees from the Senate, that this leg-
islation would be enacted into law.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, the rea-
son I draw the gentleman’s attention to
this larguage is in the hope that a
clarification can be made in the cvent
that the authurizing legislation has a
figure in it lower than the amount au-
thorized to be appropriated by this con-
ference report.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, may I
respond to the gentleman? If the House
and the Senate voted $2,200,000,000, it
is locked in at that figure. The only ques-
tion Is a3 to whether or not we have an
authorization bill. If we do not get an
authorization bill, of course, none of the
funds eaa be spent.

Mr. FINDLEY. But suppose the au-
thorization bill in its final form as signed
by the President has a figure, let us say,
of $1 billion as opposed to $2.2 billion.
Which will be the limit on appropria~
tions?

I ralse that question because ir. the
normal rationale of our legislative proc-
esses, the authorization figure is a liraita-
tion on the Congress, not on the eyecu-
tive branch.

So, if the limitation placed in the au-
thorization bill is lower than that in this
conferetice report— —

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, inasi.uch
as we waive the provision in the bill and
the House bill was handled by rule on
thiis floor, then of course we would have
to abide by whatever is in the authoriz-
:ng legislation, because we agreed in con-
-erence that we woild have to abide by
zhe authorization biil, If they cut the au-
shorization Lill to $200 to Israel, then
5200 is exactly what they will get. They
~ill never do that, though; they will
wever go that low.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr Speaker, my second
question—and I am glad to have that
clarification—-there is also a provision
-n it which purports to establish a limit
on grants considerably higher in the
House version.

Mr, PASSMAN. Mo, it does not say
vhat, It says, “not more than” so much
will be available for grants. I think that
.s the way it reads.

Mr. FINDLEY. There is a limitation on
grants of $1.5 billion, as proposed by the
isenate, instead of $: billion, as proposed
by the House.

Now, here again, let us speculate and
tssume that the authorizing language
holds to the lower fizure.

Mr. PASSMAN. Then we would hav> to
«.bide by the lower figure.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, T thank
the gentleman for his clarification.

Mr. .GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
sentleman yield?

Mr. PASSMAN. I vield to the gentle-
man from Iowa for a question.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. &ipeaker, I thank the
sentleman for yieldirg,

I believe the gentleman said someth ing
tbout $700 million being subject to
terms and conditicns. What kind of
terms and what kind of conditions are
we talking about?

Mr. PASSMAN. Ynder the regular
railitary credit sales program, as I un-
cerstand it, 10 years is the maximum
length of the credits at the ongoing rate
of interest. Let me just refer to the re-
rort and see if there has been any mod-
ifications in that.

The House committee in reporting this
Lill ouf, on a motion made by my good
iriend, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. CoNTE), sgreed that we ex-
tend the terms to Israel to 25 years, and
lct me say to the gentleman that I sup-
ported it, because around the world we
will find that many nations, conducting
their business, even for commodities, are
going up to 25 year:. I think it was a
good motion, and I hope it can soon be
put into effect.

The report language says that in view
ol the predicted economic difficulties of
the State of Israel, the committee rec-
ommends a maximumn credit repayment
period of 25 years for that nation.

I hope that can be implemented fully
so that it may be carried out.

Mr. GROSS. Does that provide a gruce
period, 10 years with no interest?

Mr. PASSMAN. No. There Is no con-
cossion marked out as such in this bill

Mr. GROSS. But il is a 25-year loan:
ic that right?
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Mr. PASSMAN., It can go up to 25
vears.

Mr. GROSS. It can go up to 25 vVears.

Mr. Speaker, I will nsk the gentleman,
is it not trae that Isrzel owes the United
States $1 billion as of row?

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I de not
know just 'what the to.al indebtedness is.

I can state to the gentleman that over
& period of years we made military loans
to Israel for militar equipment. The
terms have been lowe: in some instance,
but they have never tLeen delinquent on
one dollar.

I checked the fizures recently, and I
found they paid $218 million to the
United States on their indebtedness up
to last year.

Mr. GRQOSS. Mr. Sieaker, I misspoke
myself. I said, “As of now.” They owed
us $1 billion before th: war broke out in
the Middle East; is thet not correct?

Mr. PASSMAN. My guess is that it is
even greater than $1 billion.

Mr. GROSS. It is sreater than that
amount now, that is for sure.

Mr. PASSMAN. Thcy have been able
to pay their indebtednress up-to-date.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman has a right
to be critical of this, but I will tell the
gentleman that we huve a true ally in
Israel, and if we ever et Israel go down
the drain. we will find that 150 million
Arabs and all of the Arabian nations
will come under the cdomination of the
Soviets and Soviet Russia will gain all of
those oil r2serves, as well as the Suew
Canal.

Mr. GROSS. That is, of course, an as-
sumption nmade by the gentleman. He is
entitled to his opinion concerning whaft
will happen, and I ama entitled to my
opinion coneerning whiit will happen.

Mr. PASSMAN. It is only an sssump-
tion on the gentlemar's part, and it is
based on observation.

Mr. GROBS. The gentleman does not
have a scintilla of evidence to baek up
what he says.

Mr. PASSSMAN. The gentleman from
Iowa and I do have 2 !at of fun arguing
about these things.

Perhaps 1 should simply wish the gen-
tleman a Merry Christmas and termi-
nate the discussion.

Mr. GRO#3S. I did not think the gentle-
man would 'want to continue it very long.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman, if thai is the way he
wishes to leave it.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Speaker,
will the genfleman yield?

Mr. PASEMAN. I yicld to the gentle-
man from Maryland for a question.

Mr. LONCt of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

The gentleman from T.ouisiana feels as
I do, am I correct, that it is very impor-
tant that 70 percent cf the world’s oil
supply should not fall under the control
of Russia or even under the influence of
Russia; is that not so?

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, let me
say that I have led the fight for the
funds for Israel. Of course it is Important
to keep the ofl supplies free from Russian
domination.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Saeaker, will the
gentleman yield? ‘

Approved For Release 2001/08/30 : CIA-RDP75BOO380RQ00500260014-8



| ‘b ccember 20, léxpyrgved Foé&@&ﬁfsg%g%pﬁﬁg&ﬁoﬂgﬁ%apgRooosoozsob14-8

original Senate amendment, under the
gpecial responsibilities of the Secretary.
WELFARE BECIPIENTS

Mr. President, I was pleased that we
were able to reach agreement with the
House on language in the joint explana-
tory statement with regard to spec1a1
consideration for welfare recipients in
filling EEA jobs. I had authored a pro-
vision on the Senate floor to the S. 1560,
which provided for due consideration for
welfare recipients in filling EEA jobs,
but I believe the joint statement lan-
guage adequately addresses my concern.
It states;

The Senate amendment requires that due
consideration be given to the employment of
welfare recipients. The House amendment
has no comparable provision. The Senate
recedes, but in the understanding that wel-
fare recipients are eligible for consideration
for employment, and may be eligible for spe-
clal consideration under paragraph 7 of sec-
tion 205,

INFORMATION FOR BILINGUAL PERSONS

While a bilingual information provi-
sion I authored in S. 1560 as adopted by
the Senate mandating the provision of
information in appropriate areas regard-
ing public service job availability for in-
dividuals of limited English-speaking
ability in their primary language was
not specifically retained in the confer-
ence report.

I believe several other provisions of the
conference report express the intention
of the Congress in that regard, particu-
_ larly sections 105(a) (1) (D), 105(a) (2),
105(a) (3) (A), 107(a) (1) (A) (vi), 104,
305(b) (B), and, with particular direct

impact for title II public service jobs pro--

grams, section 209(2) of the bill.
TITLE I——COMPREHENSIVE MANPOWER SERVICES
PRIME SPONSORS

Mr. President, both the House and
Senate bills recognized the overwhelm-
ing argument for decentralization of
manpower programs. Throughout the
last several years that I have worked on
this legislation, I have heard inumera-
ble witnesses urge that local communi-
ties be free to design and operate their
own ‘manpower programs within a de-
centralized manpower system. There are
presently over 10,000 separate contracts
which are administered by the Depart-
ment of Labor under the Economic Op-
portunity Act of 1964 and the Manpower
Development and Training Act of 1962.
Tocal, officials were adamant that this
new legislation not make them subordi-
nate to a system operated, basically, by
the 50 Governors. I believe the confer-
ence report has fully and successfully
reconciled all these concerns.

In the Se ate version of S. 1559, T
authored a provision—identical to one
I authdred in 1970 and which was re-
tained in the vetoed bill sent to the
President that .year—which provided,
that, when two units of general purpose
government both qualified with regard to

_population as prime sponsors, such as a
city within a county in which both the
ity and the county qualified by popula-
{ion, "the Secretary was directed to
Cesignate to serve as prime sponsor for
the common area, the unit which could
more effectively carry out the respon-

sibilities of a prime sponsor under the
act. I saw this as a mechanism to limit
unnecessary and duplicative program

- administrators—thereby enabling more

Federal dollars to go into jobs and job
training—and a way of maximizing the
use of experienced program sponsors.
Unfortunately, this time the House
conferees were unwilling to accept any
such provision, nor would they accept a

modification I offered to provide that -

in limited exceptional circumstances,
where the larger unit of government
containing a smaller unit—both with
an eligible population—manifested a
“clearly superior” capability for carrying
out the purposes of the act, the Secre-~
tary could designate the large unit as
the prime sponsor.

I believe that this modification would
have resulted in more effective program
administration. However, I am hopeful
that the Secretary will fully utilize his
gsuthority under section 103 (b) —the pro-
vision which reserves not more than 5
percent of the appropriated funds to
the Secretary to encourage voluntary
combinations of units of government as
described in section 102(3)—to urge such
combinations. And I urge Governors to
make recommendations for such com-
binations to the Secretary inappropriate
situations as they are entitled to do under
the conference provision.

It should be stressed, Mr. President,
that this provision is applicable not only
to contiguous cities or counties, but to
cities and counties in situations such as
I just described. I would, thus, very
strongly urge the Secretary to urge com-
binations in such situations before des-
ignating as prime sponsor the smaller
unit submitting or approvable compre-
hensive manpower plan, because I sin-
cerely believe that such combinations can
result, in many instances, in more effec-
tive, economical, and efficient programs.

An example of the type of situation
where I think the Secretary could effec-
tively foster such a combination is in
Alameda County, Calif. ‘

In Alameda County, there are several
communities which will qualify as prime
sponsors under the 100,000 population
requirements of the conference report—
Berkeley, Oakland, and Hayward, for
example. The county, in this instance,
has had a long history of program re-
sponsibility in the manpower area, and
up until very recently, administered the

manpower programs for all the cities in-

the county. It would be foolish, I think,
to now turn around and designate four
prime sponsors where there previously
had been only one—necessitating ex-
penditures for four separate program
administrations and so forth.

I would hope, Mr. President, that in
areas such as this, the Secretary would
use his 103(b) incentive money to en-
courage citles and counties to form a
combination prime sponsorship—thereby
eliminating unnecessary duplication and
waste.

LINKS TO REAL JOBS

- Mr. President, the biggest single fail-
ing of adult manpower training programs
in the past has been the failure, with the
obvious exception of Emergency Employ-

_ment Act programs—to provide strong

* o -
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linkages to real jobs. For too often man-~
power trainees have been funneled from
one “training” program to another.

Because I was so concerned about this,;
I offered two amendments to the Senate
bill—adopted in committee and included
in the Senate version of S. 1559 that went
to conference, first, providing priority
in funding for training programs in
which strong job commitments had been
obtained by the prime sponsors, and, sec-
ond, requiring the prime sponsor to follow
up oh such commitments by conditioning
future funding on the ability of the spon-
sor to demonstrate that it had done
everything possible to place the success-
ful trainee in such employment or itself
to employ the trainee.

After much discussion, Mr. President, I
believe we were able to work out a min-
imally acceptable compromise requiring
that training and OJT programs, wher~
ever possible, lead to meaningful jobs at
decent wages. I hope the Secretary will
implement this provision in a most ag-
gressive fashion. The joint explanator
statement clearly reflects the very strong
concern of the conferees in this regard.
It states:

The Senate amendment requires the estab-
lishment of program goals, a description of
employment and training needs and that pri-
ority be given to programs where public and
private employers make employment com-
mitments to prospective particlpants. The
House amendment also requires that prime
sponsors receiving funds under title II, as
well as this title, integrate their title II pro- -
grams with activities financed under. title
I. The conference compromise adopts the
provistions of the House amendment, as well
as the provisions of the Senate amendment
on establishing goals and a provision re-
quiring, wherever possible, that training lead
to employment providing economic self-
sufficlency. .

LABOR MARKET INFORMATION AND COMPUTER
JOB BANK

Mr. President, I was very pleased that
the conference report retained the pro-
visions in the Senate bill with respect to
the development of more adequate labor
market information. This provision de-
rives from a provision I originally au-
thored in-S. 3311 in the 92d Congress,
which I have reintroduced again this year
as S. 793, the proposed “Public Service
Employment Act of 1973.” In order to as-
sure 1mp1ementatlon of this important
provision, I had added in committee a
provision mandating a set-aside of funds
to begin the difficult and detailed task
outlined in the Senate provision. This set-
aside was retained in section 312 of the
conference report.

Also contained in section 312 of the
conference bill, is a provision directing
the Secretary to establish & computerized
job bank and matching system—utilizing
the job listing requirements of section
2012(a) of title 38 of -the United States
Code, which I described earlier in my
remarks—and the title 38 linkup part
which I had authored in the Senate bill.

BILINGUAL MANPOWER PLOGRAMS

Mr. President, ¥ would like to express
my appreciation for the able assistance
of Congressman BapiLLO in helping me
effect a good compromise between the
two bills with regard to the required com-
ponents of manpower and employment
programs for limited English-speaking
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people under the new act. The Congress-
man had authored a provision in the
House bill similar in intent to a provision
1 had authored in the Senate hill, specify-
ing the components of such bilingual-
type programs.

The joint explanatory statement dis-
cusses this provision as follows:

The Senate amendment requires the Secre-
tary to establish procedures to insure that
programs for persons of limited English
speaking ability provide such (raining and
supportive services as will increase employ-
ment and training opportunities for them.
These procedures shall also provide that pro-
grams for such people @amphasize occupntions
that do not require proficiency in Er.glish,
emphasiz? technical English vocabulary nec-
essary fcr specific occupations, train bi-
lingual instructors and otherwise establish,
maintain and operate programs to in<rease
employmaent and advancement opporsunities
for persons of limited English speaking abil-
ity. The Mouse amendment provides that in
carrying out his special responsibilities the
Secretary shall establish procedures to in-
sure that programs for such persons wil in-
crease thelr employment and training op-
portunitics. The Senate receded in light of
the agree:nent in section 301(b).

Basically, what the conference provi-.

sion represents in 301(b) are the cruecial
components of the Senate provision—
including, provision of job training serv-
ices at alternative times, so that pres-
ently employed individual would have an
opportunity to learn new skills; pro-
grams designed to increase thie promo-
tional opportunities of limited English-
speaking people; programs teaching
skills which do not require a high pro-
ficiency in English; programs teaching
specific - English technical vocabulary
necessary to the performance of certain
occupations; and the conduct in the
primary language of participants of pro-
grams themselves, and the provision of
informaition about jobs and job training
programs, including conduct of outreach
programs to enroll those needing such
programs, using the participants’ pri-
mary language.

Mr. President, I think we have a good
provision here, and I would hope that
the Secretary will carry out his respon-
sibilities under it very vigorously, and
promote new and innovative bilingual
manpower and employment programs
both as national emphasis programs,
and to bhe carried out by title I prime
sponsors and title IT eligible applicants.

COMMUNITY-BASED GROUPS AND LOCAL
MANFPOWER COUNCILS

Mr. President, in our haste to decen-
tralize thae manpowsr program bureau-
cracy, I felt it was imperative that we
ensure & continuing role for programs
and groups which have already demon-
strated their effectiveness, and insure
that the poverty community had & real
voice in program decisionmaking.

1 was, consequently, very gratifiec that
we retained in the conference bill provi-
sion to require that the Secretary termi-
nate fingncial assistance to prime spon-
sors, after full opportunity for a hearing,
“failing %o serve equitably the significant
segments of the population” or “failing
to give due considersation to funding pro-
grams of demonstrated effectiveness.”

We were also able to agree on a defi-
nition of “‘community-based organiza-

tions” which includes an exemplification
of several programs which I believe are
“of demonstrated effectiveness”—includ-
ing jobs for progress—SER—a program
which I believe should be retained in the
many communities it has so effectively
served, and opportunities industrializa-
tion centers and community action ac-
tions, also of long esperience in carry-
ing out manpower and training pro-
grams.

Finally, in this same connection, after
long debate the House conferees accepted
a compromise between versions which I
and Congresstnan Stsicer offered to con-
tinue the Senate bill requirement of
rmandatory local manpower advisory
councils appropriately representative of
local poverty, community-based, labor
and business groups, and other appro-
rriate groups and interests. The Senate
Lill included provisions I authored spe-
cifically including representatives of vet-
erans on the local councils, as well as on
the State councils to be established un-
cer section 107(a) (1), and on the Na-
tional Manpower Policy Commission, es-
tablished under section 105(a) (1), of the
conference report. The exclusion of this
specification was in no way intended to
cCiscourage such veterans representation
c¢n these councils, which would obviously
Le appropriate given the great stress
r:laced on the employment and training
r:eeds of veterans throughout the con-
ference report, which I discussed earlier.

CONCLUSION

Mr. President, we have a bill. We have
2. good bill. It is one which has been care-
fully serutinized. I urge my colleagues to
support the conference report—so that
we may get on with this so desparately
nieeded manpower program reform.

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. President, I
want to commend the Senator from Wis-
consin (Mr. NeLsoN) and the Senator
irom New York (Mr. Javirs), the chair-
man and ranking minority members of
the Manpower Subcommittee of the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare
on which I serve for the excellent job
they have done on this very important
legislation. I have bhad the privilege of
working with them from the inception
of the bill in subcommittee through con-
ference and know firsthand of the tre-
mendous effort and leadership they have
shown in producing a bill which will
¢0 & long way toward helping the unem-
ployed and underemployed in our Nation.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I previously
wrote the distinguished senior Senator
from New York, asking for his support
and assistance in resolving the langua
cf the Comprehensive Manpower Act o
1973 in conference so that a local gen-
eral government such as Wilmington,
with a population of less than 100,000,
-rmay qualify as a prime sponsor for com-
prehensive manpower programs. Senator
JavIirs has been most gracious and help-
ful in this regard. I thank him for his
efforts.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I am
particularly concerned with section 3 of
“the Comprehensive Employment and
Training Act of 1973 as reported by the
conference committee. This section deals
with. the transition from existing man-
rower programs under the Manpower
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Developmer.t and Training Act and the
Economic Opportunity Act to those
under the proposed.Comprehensive Em-
ployment and Training Act.

I interpret section 3 of the bill as re-
ported by the conference to mean that
there will ke no lessening of manpower
training efforts as we phase from the old
program authority into the new com-
prehensive program. 1 take section 3 to
mean that under the authority existing
prior to Juhe 30, 1973, programs may
continue to’ be funded up to midnight
June 30, 1974, and that they may there-
after run their full and formal course.
I also assume that with the language of
section 3, my colleagues on the confer-
ence committee mean to protect the Fed-
eral invesment made in programs under
the old manpower authority by assuring
that there will be adequate staff in
appropriate -agencies-—the State depart-
ments of e2ducation, for example——to
assure that ongoing programs will be
adequately monitored and that there will
be sufficient; program staff to insure the
efficient phase-down in programs under
the old authorify into that of the new.

Fortunately through the past 10 years
of program eoperations under the MDTA,
Indiana has developed a fine manpower
capability. "This resource will, I am sure,
be invaluabie as we phase into and then
get the new comprenensive program
going, At the present time the State
Board of Vc¢cational and Technical Edu-
cation is 1esponsible for institutional
manpower Lraining. The board is over-
seeing some $3.2 million in manpower
training programs including millions of
dollars in valuable training equipment.

My purpose in seeking clarification of
section 3 is simply this: In Indiana
and throughout the Nation we have a
sizable investment of federally funded
resources which were generated under
MDTA and EQA. These resources are
curently being used to provide manpower
training services. I seek reassurance that
it is the intent of the conferees that these
resources will be fully used, with no.fall-
back from fiscal year 1974 training plans,
up to July 1.1974. I further seek reassur-
ance from the conferees that there will he
no decrease in the manpower training
effort during the time required for phras-
ing into the rew program under the Com-
prehensive Employment and Training
Act of 1974. :

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
is on agreeing to the conference

he report was agreed to.

PARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO-
PRIATION BILL—CONFERENCE
REPORT v

Mr. MANSFIELD: Mr. President, I
submit a report=s¥ thé cogmmittee of con-
ference 'on H.R. 11575, And ask for its
immediate consi tton.

The P G OFFICER. The re-
port will be stated by title.

The legislative clearly read as follows:

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
11675) makirig appropriations for the De-
partment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
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ing June 30, 1974, and for other purposes,
having met, after full and free conference,
have agreed to recommend and do recom-
mend to their respective Houses this report,
signed by a majority of the conferees,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the conSIderation of the con-~
ference report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

(The conference report is printed in
the House proceedings of the CONGRES-
sronay, ReEcorp of December 19, 1973, at
pp. H11676-H11677.)

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr, President, on
Tuesday, December 18, the conferees on
the Department of Defense appropriation
hill for fiscal year 1974, after 7 hours of

deliberation, reached agreement on the

differences between the two Houses,

The total amount agreed to was $73,-
714,930,000. This is $3,535,793,000. under
the budget. If transfers are excluded,
the net reduction is $3,032,493,000 under
the budget.

This is the goal we sought earlier this
year when the Defense Subcommittee
‘set a tentative target figure for defense
at $3 billion under the budget. I believe
that we have achieved this ceiling with-
out harm to either the ongoing opera-
tions of the military services or detri-
ment to future preparedness,

The conferencg agréement figure is
$386,379,000 under the House bill and
$450,303,000 over the Senate bill, It is
$1,669, 643 000 under the appropriation
for ﬁscal year 1973,

" The conference was completely free
with every difference carefully consid-
ered and some issues vigorously con-
tested. Since there are hundreds of in-
dividual items ipvolved, I believe the

. conferees on the part of the House and
of the Senate acted with proper expedi-
tion and good judgment.

The following are some of the major
items which were agreed to in confer-
ence: .

MILITARY ASS!STAN’CE SERVICE FUNDED SUPPORT
TO LADS AND SOUTH VIETNAM

The House bill included $1,008,500, 000
while the Senate bill provided $650 000,-
000. The conferees agreed on a figure. of
$800,000,000 for military support to the
two countries. Under the provisions of
the continuing resolution there have
been gbligations of $470 million through
December 14. If the Senate figure of $650
million were provided, the assistance
would have terminated prior to the end
of February 1974, assuming obligation of
funds at the same rate as has occurred
since the beginmng of the fiscal year.

The conference agreement of $900 mil-
lion will result in some reduction of as-
sistance to Laos and Vietham during the
remainder of the fiscal year yet permit
the program to continue.

AIRCRAFT PROCTREMENT, NAVY

The conferees agreed to the Senate
reduction of $10.5 millioh in the A-4M
Skyhawk aircraft program which buys
20 aircraft instead of the 24 funded in
the House bill. The conference agreed
to a Senate reduction of $11 million in
the A-6E Intruder aircraft program,
which reduces the fiscal year 1974 buy
from 15 to 13 aircraft. The conference
agreed to the Senate reduction of $22
million in the A-TE Corsair II aircraft
program, reducing the number of air-
craft to be procured from 42 to 30. The
conferees also agreed to provide the full
amount of the budget request, $401,400,-
000, to procure 45 S-3A Viking aircraft.
This is an increase of $66 million over
the Senate allowance, which prov1ded
funds to purchase 36 aircraft.

. WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY

The Senate had restored the House
reduction of $14.1 million for advance
procurement of the Harpoon missile. The

conference agreed to restore the funds -

to the “Research, Development, Test, and
Evaluation, Navy” appropriation. The
conferees agreed to the House denial of
$12.4 million for the AGM-83A Bulldog
missile. The House provided $26.6 mil-

lion for the fleet satellite communica-

tions system, while the Senate included
$44.1 million for the program. The con-

ference agreed on $36.6 million for this

communications system.
SEA CONTROL SHIP
The conference agreed to provide $29.3
million in advance procurement funding
for the sea control ship as proposed by
the Senate. The House had provided no
funds. The conferees further agreed

that no funds are to be obligated for the .

program pending completion of a desig-
nated study and until specific written
approval has been granted by each Ap-
propriations Committee.

ATRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE

The conference agreed to provide $70.1
million for the procurement of 24 A-7D
Corsair IT aircraft as proposed by the
Senate and $151.6 million for 12 F~111F
aircraft as proposed by the House. The
House provided $764 million for 68 F-15
aircraft while the Senate included $714
million for 60 aircraft. The conference
agreed to provide $736 million to procure
62 F-15 aircrait. The conference agreed
to provide $7.6 million for the E-3A alr-
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borne warning and control system air-
craft program. The House had provided
no funds while the Senate had included
$11.7 million. The conference agreed to
provide $32.3 million for a fourth E-4A
advanced sairborne national command
post aircraft as proposed by the Senate.
The House had included no funds. The
conferees agreed that no further 747
airerait are to be included in budget re-
quests for the program until the com-
mand-control-communications electron~
ics package has been completely devel-
oped and thoroughly tested.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION

The conferees agreed to delete the
$26.2 million requested for the submarine
launched ballistic missile phased array
radar program.

The conference also agreed to provide
$110 million for the site defense pro-
gram. The House had provided no funds,
while the Senate figure was $135 mil-
lion.

The conference restored $22.6 million,
which the Senate had deleted, for the
SAM-D missile program, thus providing

-the full amount of the budget request of

$193.8 million.

The House provided no funds for Proj-
ect Sanguine, whereas the Senate bill
included the full budget request of $16.6
million. The conference agreement pro-
vides $8.3 million with a statutory pro-
vision that one of the funds shall be
used for full-scale development.

The House bhill did not include funds
for the advanced medium short take off
and landing transport aircraft. The Sen-
ate provided the full budget request of
$65.2 million. The conference agreement
provides $25 million.

The Senate deleted $10 million from
the A-10 close air support aircraft pro-
gram. The conference agreement re-
stored the $10 million and provides the
full authorization of $107.4 million.

The Senate bill included a general
provision limiting the supply of petro-
leum products to Southeast Asia. The
conference amended the language to
read: N

None of the funds contained in this Act
shall be usd to furnish petroleum fuels pro-
duced in the Continental United States to
Southeast Asia for use by non-United States
nationals.

I ask unanimous consent that a tabula~
tion summarizing the action of the
House, Senate, and conference be printed
in the REcoORD.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATION 1974, BILL (H.R. 11575)

Appropriations (by functional title)

* Revised fiscal
year 1974
budget request House allowance Senate allowance

Conference
agreement

. Conference compared with--

Budget
estimate House all

Senate all

TITLE I—MILITARY PERSONNEL

M litary personnel, Atmy_ i 7,211,400,000 7,131,437,000 7,098, 050,000 7,109,950,000 - 101,450,000  —21,487, Od[) -Hl 900, 000
Military personnel, Navy.___._. 5,355,600, 000 5,281, 995,000 5, 271, 350, 000 71,350,000 84,250,000  —10, 645, 000
Military personnel, 1,655 800,000 1, 549, 452,000 1, 547, 000,000 1,547, 000, 000 ~—8, 800, 000 452, 0

Military personnel, Air Foree.._. 6,932, 500,000 6,886, 411,000 6,863, 350,000 6, 863,350,000 —69, 150,000  —23 061, 000
Reserve personnel, A 463, 700 000 452, 408, 000 452,408, 000 152, 08 000 92, 100 oo
Reserve personnel, Navy. . ____.___._. 212,100, 000 20, 403, 000 209, 403, 000 208, 403, 000 697

Reserve personnel, Marine Corps‘ 67, 500, 000 61,173, 000 61, 173,000 61,173,000

Reserve personnel, Air Force.__. 139, 300, 000 126, 962, 000 126, 962, 000 126, 962, 000

National Guard personnel, Army. 587, 100, 000 555, 900, 000 555, 900, 000 555, 900, 000

National Guard personnel, Air Force e 181, 500, 000 177, 500, 000 177, 500, 000 177, 500, 000

Total, title t-—Military personnel.._....___._.__....____.._._ 22,706, 500,000 22, 432,641,000 22,363,096,000 22,374,996, 000\—331, 504, 000  —57,645,000  -}-11,900,000
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, APPROPRIATION 1974, BILL (H.R. 11575)--Continued

Conference compared with—
Revised fiscal
year Gonference Budget
Appropsistions (hy tunctional title) budget request House allowzace Senate allowance agreement estimate - House ailowance Senate altowance
THLE H—REFIRED MILITARY PERSONNEL N
Fetired pay, deferise. ... oo ... == - 4, 681, 900, (00 4, 681, 800, 000 4, 681 900 000 — 28,800,000 oo oo -

TITLE [H—-OPERATION AND MAINTENANCL

(lperat:on and mialntenance, Army._...

. 4,705,900, 000

lpmauon and msintesance, Havy.
tion and pual Marine Corps

B

Operatmn and mamtenance AirForce. .. _.cu..
(Iperahon and i
Operation and maintenapce, Army Reserve.
Operation and mamtenance Navy Reserve.._..
Uperatign and mamtenance, Marine Corps Reserve__
Cperation and maintenance, Air Force Reserve .
Cperation and nraintenance, Army National Guard
Crperation and #1ai nkenance Air National Guard. .
Mational Board for the promotlnn of Rifle Practice
Glaims, Defense...........
Comingencles, Defense.
Court of Mititary Appeat:

Total, tide |Il—Operation and maintenance. ________.__

TITLE IV—PKOCUREMENT

Aircraff procurement, Army
Transfer from other accounts .
Missile procurement, Army__.__. ..
Transfer frwm other accounis

Proturement of weapons and tracked ‘combat vehicles, Army _____

Procurement of ammunition, Al my .

6,401, 700,000 6, 133, 747, (00 6, 153,747,000 6,214,697, 000  —137, 00” 000 -}-80, 950,000  -}-60, 550, 000
6,156, 700,000 4,023, 200, 1108 3,683,000 ~ 5,004,950,000 +=151,75(.000  ~18, 250, 000 8,733,000
417, 000, 000 411, 645, 000 410, 645, 000 410, 645, 000 --6, 35¢, 000 =1000,008 - ___.___
___. 5,717,100,000 6,532,100,000 6,458, 241,000 6 504,294,000 —212 80,000  —27, 80¢, 000 +46 053, 000
1,478, 400,000 1,650,408, 000 1,456, 198,000 1, 454,898,000  ~—23, 502,000 -—195 510, MO ,..-00 000
260, 400, 000 285, 000, 100 253, 900, 000 253900, 060 -6, 56(:, 0 110,00
175, 400, 000 172, 400, 100 170, 750, 000 170, 750, 000 --4,65C; 000
11, 406, 000 11, 000, llﬂ() 11,000, 000 1 , 000 401 000
227,600, 000 223,000, 100 222, 800, 000 221,900,008 ~-5, 70, 000
440, 000, 800 524, 000, 100 523, 839, 000 524,400,000 15, GO&I, 000
524, 500. 090 518, 000, 000 510, 500 000 514,250,000  —10, 250, 000
159, 000 158, 000 159, 000
49,100,000 49, 100, 000 49, 100 000 49 100, 000
,000,000 ... .__. 5, 000, 000 5,000, 000
864, 000 864, 100 864, 000 864, 000 -

22,240, 426,000 22, 340, 807, 0000

—~624, 516,000 —163,415,000 100, 381, 000

Transfer from other -

Other procuremant, Army______.. .

oy

Transfer from othar accounts.
Aircraft procurement, Na
Transfer from other aceounts __.
Weapons procyrement, Navy__ ., . -
Shipbuilding and ennversion, Navvy_,.
Other procurement, Navy____ ...
Transfer fram other accounts. .
Procurement, Warine Corps._.__..
Transfer from other accounts__
Aircraft procurement, Air Force_ .
Transfer fram other accounts. _
Wissile pracure nent, Air Foree._
Transfer fram other accounts ..

Other proturement, Air Force..__

Transfer from othér accounts .
Procurement, Defense agencies. ..
Transfer from other accounts.

Total, title IV—Procurement .
Trausfer from other accounts_ . ... ...

g s d g

" (30, 000, 000)
66, 280, 000

1,605, 600, 900 1,589, 300,000 1,542, 708, 000
(30, 000, 000}
000, 000

. 000, 139, 400, 200 138, 400, 000 138 400 000  ~-42,600, 000
................ 21, 400, 109) 21, 400, 000) 400, 008) (+21 4011, 000)
568, 500, 000 14, 600, 100 25, 100, 000 3,000
................... gZ,ODO, 400) 22,000, 000) (22 000 000) (+22 00\) 000)
ve-w 238,000,000 4, 300, (100 4, 300, 000 3,7 .
1,138,900, 000 931, 309, 100 676, 100, 000 4 3 0 6 00 ~ 147,805,000 108, 700, 000
[ g#ﬁ, 100,000) (146, 100, 000) (146, 100, UUD) (+145 IO(I 000) (+100, 00" 1011 T )
551, 800, 000 02, 290, 100 460, 590, 000 461, —40, 600, 00 -1, 160,000
eiiaacaaeaon $27 0001110} 539, 500, 000) §39 500, 000) (+39 50(!. 000) +i2, .'lﬂl) 000) .o aea o
2,927,500,000 2, 785,200,000 2, 646, 700, 000 22, 700 000  ~204, 800, 00 —62,500,000  -+76,000,000
__________________ (106, 809, UOO) (106, 800, 000) (106 ,000) (41 0(?6)...._,,,., sz aane
, 400, 600 , 700, 200 834, 700, 060 800,700,000 —132,703,000 10, nuu 000 —34,000,000
3,754.100,000 3,453,800, 00 3,468, 100,000 7,468/100,000 ~286,003,000 -+14300,000 ... .. __.
" 800,000 1, 261, 000, L 202,300,000 1,204, 200,000 189,601,000 —56, OJ 000 -1, 900, 000
c.oo..... (45,000.300)  (45,000,000) (45 000, 000) (+4S 003,000y ooe i e
180, 600, 000 173,332, 300 173, 932, 000 173,932, 000 ~6, 053 .
[ (5, 000, 200) 5, 000, 000) 5,000,000y ( 1-5, 003, 000)
2,906, 800,000 2, 693 800,300 2,470, 900,000 . 7,720.400,000 186,407,000 26, 601, 036
iiiazazsas 300) 4,000,000)  (54.000,000. (-54, 00, 000)
.. 1,519,600,000 1, 371 500,700 1,395, 800,000° 1,393,300,000 126, 30:), 000
. L i) 0, {30, 000, 000) (+3D DOJ 000). -

(+30. 4017, 000) .
4,70

66, 3 A --

TITLE V-—RESEARCH, DEVELOPWENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION

Research, deve:opment, test, and cvaluation, Army_ .

Transfer from other acecounts_ . ... .. ... e em
Research, deve'opment, test, and evaluation, Navy___
Research, deve opment, test, and evaluation, Air Force

Research, deve'gpment, test, and evaluation, Defense agencies... .

Director of Tes” and Evalua!wn Defense. . __.____..

Total, tile V-—Research, development,test, and evaluation
Transfer from other accountS. .. .& ... . cacnan

TITLE VI—SPECIAL FOREIGN CURRENCY PROGRAM. ____.___.

TITLE VH—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Additional tr
TITLE VHI—RELATED AGENCY

Defense Manpower Commission. . .. .oooeee oo
e e athor aceaus

Total, funding avaitable. .
Transfer authority__...____.

ansfer authority, sec. 735 . ..l

74,101, 309,000 73, 264, 627, oou

77,250,725, 000 7
~ (1,000, 90C, 600)

(500 0Q0, 000) (750, 000, 000)

/3 714 930 000 —3 .)35 793, 060
(503 300, 000) (+JO3 300, 000) (+
. 000

EJU
(GZ'\ 000, 000) (—375, 060, 000) (+125,1

15,872, 502,000 16, 225, 822,000 —2,144, 273,000 —287, 600, 000 353, 320, 000

0(10_) {499, 800, 000) ( 9 800 000) (+499 80) 000) (+112 5()!) 000)..?: ,,,,,,,,,,,,

2,095,200,000 1,866,458 000 1,915 908,000 1,912 100,000 183,10, 000 +45, €42, 600 -3, 808, 000

L (.500,000) "3, 800, 000 m 503,000) (3, 500,000)...... -~ ___

2,709, 100. 000 2, 616 065, 300 2,647,845 000 7 5 000 57,2 35, 740, 000 -3, 868, 000

3,192, 006, 600 , 600, O , 057, 000, 000 042 000, 000 —150 00) 000 44, 069, 000 —18, 000 080

479 94C 000 451 400, DDD 457, 900, 000 457 900 000 -21, 50] 000 -3, 800,000 ... _..

. 600, 000 24, 660, 000 24, 600, 000 20,600,000 ..t TLUL I

..... 8,500, 300,000 7,966,5253,000 - 8,103,353,000 3 088, 405000 —41], 895 000 --121,882,000  .~—14, 948, 000
_______________________________ - (500,000) °(5500,000)  (+5,500,000) (+3, 56, 000)

..... 2,600, 000 2,600, 600 2,600, 00
AAAAA (1, 500, (7)709,0(_)0) (55)}1 [)00 000) (m) 000, [)00) (625, 000, 000). (—375, 000, 000) (125,000, BC0) (—125, 000, DOOY
. . 750, 060 400, 000 +409 000 =350, 600

IACO 00()
—386 379 800
0 600,

450, 303, 000
"3 450, 303, 000

8. 230, 000 —3, 132 4, 800
0 000) (=125, 000, 000)

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, this rep-
resents the best possible compromise be-
tween tre defense appropriation bill
passed by the Senate and that of the
House. There was some hard bargaining
and many compromises, but I believe
that ever. when 2 cut as deep as $3.5
billion bhelow the budzet is made for the
Defense I)epartment. it can live with it,
and that the research, developmernt and
produetion- of the V€ 'y necessary ew,
modern weapons can go forward, I sup-

port the position taken by the distin-
guished Senator from Arkansas (Mr. Mc-~
(‘1 E LLAN)

. JAVITS. Mr. President, I thank

the distinguished Senators MCCLELLAN
and Youne for receding in the confer-
ence to allow the full amount for re-
search and develocpment, in respect to
the A-10 plane which is of greaft im-
portance both in a defense sense and o
the manufacturer, Fairchild, in my State,
as it relales to emph,yment to remain
in the conference rerort as the House
hed'it.

Although the amount was relatively
small, to the total aporopriation, about
$100 million, that roughly 10 percent
made a great difference according to the
analysis and the sub:nittal of the con-
tract which I submitted to the conferces

with the support of the local Congress-
man from that particular area.

It is most gratifying hat though the
amount is small they were willing to en-
tertain consideration of the matter as an
element in the negotizstions with the
House.

Also I wish to thank the committee for
an item which was not in conference but
very importent to the area. I refer to
keeping open.the St..Alkan’s Hospital in
Queens which involves tens of thousands
of veterans being served there, which
was in danger of immediate closing, Now.
we have a chanece to save it by getting
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the VA to take it over, or in some other
proper way.

T wish again to express my apprecia-
tion to the committee with respect to
Fairchild and the A-10 program. I wish
to name Representative Roncarro from
that area who worked with me in the
effort to get favorable consideration in
the conference.

Mr. McCLELLAN, I thank the distin-
guished Senator from New York for his
comments. .

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of
2 guorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk

" will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr, J& )
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I direct

“the attention of the Senator from Arkan-

sas to page 18 of the printed conference
report, near the bottom, the paragraph
which reads:

With respect to the fiscal year 1973 pro-
curement of U-X utility aircraft by the
Army and CX-X utility aircraft by the Air
Force, the conferees agreed that the funds
elready appropriated. be held in abeyance
until this program 1s rejustified to Congress.

My question is, is it the understanding
of the Senator from Arkansas, regarding
the action by the conferees, that it does
strike out the money and calls on the
Department of Defense, if it sees fit to
come back and prove its request, if it
has one, for an authorization first, by
the authorization committee?

Mr. McCLELLAN. Well, Mr. President,

_ the money for that was appropriated in

1973. They were prohibited from spend-
ing it. This provides that until the pro-
gram is rejustified, the Congress—I
would assume that means the present au-
thorization—I do not know how Congress
can demonstrate its justification except
by authorization. I know of no other way
to doit. ) :

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator
very much. That is the answer I thought
he would give me, even though we have
fiot had a conference about this.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I do not know of any
other way Congress can authorize spend-
ing money except by legislation.

Mr. STENNIS. It was suggested to me -

that a possible interpretation was it

- could be rejustified by us merely by going

before a committee or something of that
kind, which I do not think is possible.

Mr., McCLELLAN., I would assume
those interested in the program, when
the military defense bill authorization is
up in the next session of Congress, if
they were interested in renewing the pro-
gram, would go before the Defense Au-
thorization Committees and justify it,
that it be included in a further authoriza-
tion in the bill, so that the authorization
would be restored. .

Mr. STENNIS, Either restored or re-
Jected, :
. Mr. McCLELLAN. Yes. If Congress felt
1t justified, they would restore it,

JAVITS., Mr. President, I ask

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator
very much and compliment him as well
as the Senator from North Dakota (Mr.
Youne) for the extraordinary amount of
fine work they have done, day and night,
during this whole year. I know they
started working on this bill last Decem-
ber. I have observed some of it. I have
not been making my contribution to it,
but I know what they have done and the
amazing amount of work they have done.
We are all indebted to them—and so is
the country. ’

Mr. McCLELLAN. I may say to the
distinguished Senator from Mississippi
that the very thorough and efficient work
of the Armed Services Committee was a
great aid to those of us on the Appropri-
ations Committee, which made it much
easier for us to determine many of these
requests on their merits. We also have
the benefit of the counsel of the distin-
guished Senator from Mississippi (Mr.
STENNIS) as we considered the appropri-
ations. We were very fortunate in that.
While he did not get to contribute as
much and be present in the Appropri-
ations Committee deliberations this year
as much as he normally would, he was
very valuable to us in the conference just

ended, and we appreciate his contribu--

tions there.
. Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I also wish
to thank the distinguished Senator from
Mississippi for his competence and for
his real contribution in helping develop
this bill. Although he was not able to be
here much of the year, we did consult
with.him often, and he was very helpful
in the conference, especially on the more
involved subjects.

Mr. STENNIS. It is a privilege to work
with the Senator from North Dakota and
the Senator from Arkansas.

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, December 20, 1973, he pre-
sented to the President of the United
States the following enrolled bills:

S. 1435. An act to reorganize the govern-
mental structure of the District of Colum-
bia, to provide a charter for local govern-
ment In the District of Columbia subject
to acceptance by & majority of the regis-
tered qualified electors in the District of
Columbia, to delegate certain legislative
powers to the local government, to imple-
ment certain recommendations of the Com-
mission on the Organization of the Govern-
ment of the District of Columbia, and for
other purposes; :

8. 1529. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to enter into agreements
with non-Federal agencies for the replace-
ment of the existing American Falls Dam,
Minidoka project, Idaho, arld for other
purposes;

8. 1945. An act to amend the Agricultural
Adjustment Act, as reenacted and amended
by the Agricultural Marketing Agreement
Act of 1937, so as to authorize certain grape-

. fruit marketing orders which provide for an

assessment against handlers for the purpose
of financing s marketing promotion program
to also provide for s credit against such
assessment in the case of handlers who ex-
pend directly. for marketing promotion; and

S. 2493. An gct to authorize the disposal
of silicon carbide from the national stock-
pile and the supplemental stockpile.

THE REPUBLICAN REPORT

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, it
is customary for the Republican leader
at the end of each session of Congress to
submit to his colleagues a report on what
has happened during the year. Today 1
submit such a report and ask unanimous
consent that it be printed in the RECORD
at the coneclusion of my brief remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, I
also ask unanimous consent that this
Republican report, entitled “Congress
Rediscovers Itself” be printed as a Sen-
ate document, and that the staff of the
Minority Policy Committee be author-
ized to make revisions in the tabulated
midportion as of the time the Senate
adjourns sine die.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. v :

CONGRESS REDISCOVERS ITSELF
INTRODUCTION

Mr. President, at the outset of this Report
I must admit that my job has been made pos-
sible only by virtue of the fine relationship
I have enjoyed with the distinguished Ma-
jority Leader, the Senator from Montana
(Mr. MansFierp). Our friendship is of long
standing, and our close working relation-
ship started the very first day I was elected
Republican Leader. I owe him much, the
Senate owes him much, the Nation owes him
much,

I wish also to commend the vigorous and
balanced way the Majority Whip, my good
friend from West Virginia (Mr. RoBERT C.
Byap), has handled the difficult assignment
of keeping the Senate moving ahead on the
Nation’s business.

On my side of the aisle I am, of course,
deeply indebted to the untiring efforts of
the Assistant Republican Leader, the fine
and distinguished Senator from Michigan
(Mr. GrrFriN). His help has been enormous,
his energy boundless and his sagacity great.
The rest of the Republican leadership, the
energetic and thoughtful Conference Secre-
tary (Mr. BENNETT), and our distinguished
Conference Chairman, the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. Corron), have likewise been
of inestimable assistance, At this point I
must interject my own feeling of sorrow
that Senator BENNETT and Senator CorroN
have determined not to seek reelection next
year. Their strong voices of reason and their
remarks, always sense-making, will be sorely
missed in this chamber. Great thanks must
also be given to the Chairman of the Re-
publican Policy Committee (Mr. TOWER), for
the capable and vigorous way he has directed
the affairs of that committee and the con-
tributions he has made to the orderly process
of legislation. ’

It has been an honor to serve my Republi-
can colleagues as their floor leader. Their
fine cooperation and their willingness to help
on all occasions have made it possible for me
to carry on my job.

I

The year 1973 brings to an end ten tumul-
tuous years in American history. At least, we
can hope it all moderates with 1973. To go on
as we have been 1s more than even our strong
country ought to be asked to bear.

The 1860's and the 1940’s may have been
bloodier—the 1890’s may have had 'more la-
bor-management violence—

But nothing quite matches the wild va-
riety of shocks to which the American people
have been subjected during the decade just
past: assassinations of our leaders; head-on
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confrontations and racial violence in the civil
rights struggle; riotous upsurges of student
radicallsm ivory towers toppling in the
groves: of academe; increasing cost in hlood
and treasure for an undeclared war 13,000
miles away; resort to violent protest against
that conflict; attempts to smash the orderly
proceedings of major politicel parties nomi-
nating presidential candidates; vast swings
in public epinion, from overwhelming Demio-
oratic wictory in 1864 to the second-closest
alection in history in 1968 to overwhelining
Republicar. victory in 1372; pell-mell in-
creases in public expenditures for social wel-
Tare programs, together wilth growing dis-
Ulusionment as to the efficacy of such pro~
grams; suclden and far-reaching changes in
moral codes for familics. for public enter-
tainment, for personal conduet; luxwiant
growth in . personal spending habits for
“youth” as well as adults; great revolutions
in Americen foreign policy with respect to
China and Russia; and finally the drop from
vhe 1972 heights of political popularity of the
Nixon Administration as a result of revela-
tions and lavestigations in 1973.

How will history treat this time? Certainly
there will be a more vivid record of it than
was availadle for any historians of earlier
timnes. .

Perhaps our instant, minnte-by-minute
media techniques of reporting everything
virtually az it happens have helped make thds
decade seem so..wild, undisciplined. »ven
mindless.

Every crime, every ac! of violence, every
tragic acctient, every confrontation of any
magnitude throughout the United States (in
itself more ilke an entire continent than a
mere couniry), and the entire world. ccmes
smashing Pito our lving rooms each-evering,
aroyuses us in the morning. sccompanies 1s in
our work #il day.

With it-comes s demand for inslant sola-
tion, iImmediate reparation, or at the very
least, total public investigation.

This ceeseless dramatization of hwnan
travail becomes the inspiration for page efter
page of proposed legisiation in the Congres-
slonal Reccrd,

It leads tao the feeling that everything is
collapsing wll around us. We forget that solid
foundations of civility, hvanan kindness and
community assistance still exist. We ignore

the thickets of laws anad ordinances so long-

grown to protect family and friend from
these terrible blasts of human irrationality.

The ene place this shouwld not be forgot-
ten-—at least one would so think—Iis Wash«-
ington, D.C, And yet I sometimes feel the
cdramatizat:on of humeanity’s predicaments
has become so concentrated in this District
of Columbia enclave as to cause Congress to
twitch angd jerk in never-ending response. We
in Congress were elected not just to reflect
and represent: we were elected to distingnish
betweenr fool's gold and the real thing, io
filter the bast thoughts, the most honorable
wishes, the finest hopes {rom the great wash
of human uatterance and outery of 210 mil-
lion people.

Instead, ke reverse scems io be lrue, Be-
yond the Potomac there is not the same pre-
cccupation with politics and governmeant,
That is perhaps to be expected. For beyond
tbe Potomac there is also a calmer, more re-
strained, more objective attitude toward the
Washingtor dramas of personsality and power,

had

We live in an age that is hard cheese on
tradition axnd precedent. Last year the Sen-
ate in its majesty cast 532 record vctes,
thereby breaking a 184 year-old mark.

Unfortunately for this new record, the Sen~
ate this yesr has voied on so many subjects,
and at such & furious pace as to run far be-
yond 1972, Im fact, it could well come close
to the 600 raark, which to us, may he conild-
ered as something like the magic 1,000 Dow-
Jones merkat average. This means that if the

Senate should lapse Infto somnolence next
year—or exert n bit roore discipline—and
produce a maere 450 votes (which would of it-
self been a record only a few years ago) it
will nevertheless set an all-time record vcte
to:al for a two-year Congress, breaking a
mark that stood In solitary “splendor’™ for
90 years.

What then did the Serate vote on, and why
so often?

The entanglement of education, health and
welfare programs, of foreign policies and mil~
itery preparedness, of environment, energy,
agriculture, and election campaign reform all
stimulated the legislative glands. To this
must be added a unique relation in our polit-
iczl history: the Majority Party in Cougress
has faced a President of the opposite Party
sitice 1969.

Perhaps we should start with this political
factor. When the lst Session of the 93d Con-
gress began in January, 1973, Senate Demo-
crats had an explanation for the contradic-
tiens of the 1972 election: they announced
that the continuation of the Democrats as
mejority party in House and Senate, along-
side the overwheiming victory of Republican
President Nixon, proved the American people
did not want “one-party” government.

Perhaps they are right; perhaps not; we
maey never return to those bad old days
beiween 1933 and 1953, and again between
1961 and 1969, when the Nation groaned
under “one-party” Democrat government.

In any event, the clash between Executive
and the Congressional Majority has been a
great constant in the 1st session of the 92
Congress. It hegan, and it will end, with the
gu’ issue of Executlve Budget versus Legisin~
tive Appropriations. But in addition to the
President’s efforts to curtail inflationary
spending, this historic conftict has flared over
such matters as “executive privilege” versus
the investigatory powers of Congress; the
power to appoint. versus the power to con-
firin; the ‘“‘war powers” of President and
Congress.

r

Disagreement hetween President and Con-
gress over dimension and content of the
budget is an annual affair. Indeed, it would
be cause for real alarm if Congress supinely
accepted the budget as trundled down from
the Executive Office.

The debate was sharper and more dis-
agreeable In 1973 because of Inflation. What
President Nixon-proposed this year 1s closely
related to what Senate and House falled to
do last year, and the year before: set lmits
on Federal spending and root out pregrams
which either were duplicatory, or no longer
Justifiable.

tome of the proposed program termina-
tions or revisions had besn advocated earller
by President Nixon, and President Johnson
as well. Congress’ respcnse has heretofore
been to refuse to impose an overall budget
limif, and to shy away Trom hard decisions
on terminatling programs, In October, 1972,
the task of curbing spencling t¢ echeck infls-
tion was, in effect, thrown to the Presidert
by House and Senate. His response in Janu-
ary, 1973, was to propose that the FY 1874
Budget level be held at $268 billion. To make
sure this was a ceiling and not a take-off
pac, he ordered the withholding of funds
anc/or phasing out of programs sufficient
to cut current spending by about $9 billion.

The President justified this anti-spending,
anti-inflationary program in broad terms. He
argued that he had to execute all laws faith-
fully; that he wus bound as much by laws
aimed at fighting inflation, requiring the
public debt limit not be exceeded, or deter-
mining the environmentsl impact of pro-
grams, as he might be by specific prograra
authorizatiens and appropriations.

And he could point to “impounding” or
“reserving” of funds appropriated by Con-
gress by Presidents from Jefferson to Lyndon
Johnson,
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As far as can be determined, most such
actions by previous Presidents were not chal-
lenged in cotrt. Some of the more recent
refusals to spend, Involved considerable
moneys for specific defense programs. Per-
haps it would only be fair to point out that
one would hadly expect the Department of
Defense to attempt to litigate the matter
&3 against the Commander in Chief.

This time the sltuation was different. Not
only was Congress’ authority challenged, but
large nuraberi of private groups, of city,
county and State agencies. were cut off from
funds for which Acts of Congress had made
them eligible. Thus when the legal battles
began, the cast of litiganis and the law in
question differed In each case. President
Nixon was not the defendant: rather it was
the particular Federal off:icial obligated to
administer the particular law under which
funds were distributed. Ard that particular
law—not a broed constitutional theory—was
the determinant as to whether funds were
properly withkeld or not. In almost &It such
litigation, the courts have held the funds
were withheld improperly, that Congress had
made clear why and how such funds were
to be obligated and allocated, and had left
no discretion to President or Federal official
charged with sdministering the law.

It might then be argued that the Executive
has lost the “lirnpoundment” or “reservation”
of funds battle; that the powers of Congress
have been refurbished and clarified.

On the other hand, early “his year Congress
enacted legislation placing a: celling on the
FY 1974 Budgst of $268 billlon--something
it refused to do last year. Even more impor-
tant, because rnore far-reaching, committees
in House and Senate, after lengthy hearings,
have reported out separate bills to improve
procedures by which Congress first considers
the entire budget and only thereafter’ au-
thorizes and appropriates.

The  whole question of reserving appro-
priated funds or curtailing programs has
proven more complicated than either Execu-
tive or Congress realized wihen battle was
Joined last Jartuary. One measure of this is
that although numerous sna-ealled anti-im-
poundment bil's were proposed, and differing
versions of onz bill were passed by Senate
and House, final consideration of this gues-
tion has been postponed until next year.
These reforms ire long past due.

Finally, we niove back to Square-One: the
fight against inflation fed by Federal spend-
ing. For this has also been the primary jus-
tification offered by President Nixon in.most
of his vetoes of legislation enacted by Con-
gress this yea: and last. And despite the
solid Democratic majorities in Congress, all
but the last of his nine vetoes—that of the
War Powers Ast—were sustained either by
House or Senate. Insofar as the taxpayer is
concerned, the veto s the last handle avail-
able to turn o¥ the money faucet, whether
it he a reckless. flow or a ceassless drip.

The sustaining of Presidential vetces on
money matters is a tribute to the cohesive-
ness of Senate and House Republicans, and
their allies in the all-important battle to
save the taxpayers’ purse.

THE POWERS OF CC NGRESS

Congress, because it is such a living re-
flection of America with all our strengths
and weaknesses, seems to be subject to con-
tinuous disparagement. Our home-grown
eritics overlook: what forelgn observers con-
sider most remurrkable: that it is still a high-
ly viable lawmeking body. There are few leg-
islatures or parliaments in the free world
that can still initiate laws, as well as amend
or refuse laws suggested by the executive.

A few years ago—particularly during those
long dark expensive nights of “one-party”
government when Democrats controlled both
Congress and the Presidency—Congress was
continuaully lectured by its crities to give
the Executlive the powers he needed. The
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